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Or the five texts comprised in this volume, the four long classical 
papyri (nos, 841-4) formed part of a large find of literary fragments 

from about twenty MSS., which was made on Jan. 13, 1906 in 
circumstances described in the 7Zzmes of May 24, 1906 and the 

Archaeological Report of the Egypt Exploration Fund, 1905-6, p. 10. 
Of the other literary papyri which were discovered at the same time, 
the portions of the ypszpy/e of Euripides and of a new commentary 

upon Thucydides Book II will be published in Part VI, which we 
hope to issue in the summer of 1908. The vellum fragment of 
a lost gospel (no. 840) was unearthed in a different mound in December, 

1905. 
In editing the two most important classical texts, the Pindar (841) 

and the new historian (842) we have enjoyed for the last time the 
very great privilege of collaborating with Professor F. Blass, whose 

tragically sudden death occurred shortly after he had completed the 
revision of the earlier proofs of those two texts, to the reconstruction 
of which he had so largely contributed. It is impossible for us 
adequately to acknowledge the debt which our publications of classical 
texts during the last eleven years owe to the generous and unstinted 
assistance of that illustrious scholar, whose brilliance of imagination 

and depth of learning were never more admirably displayed than 
in the congenial occupation of restoring, elucidating, and identifying 

literary papyri. His loss is indeed to us irreparable, and will be felt most 
keenly when we come to deal with the immense number of fragments 
from the Greek lyric poets found during the last two seasons, since in 
that department no less than in that of the Attic orators his pre- 

eminence was conspicuous. 
In the reconstruction and interpretation of the new historian 

we also owe much to the most valuable help of Professors E. Meyer 
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and U. von Wilamowitz-Méllendorff, while Professor J. B. Bury has 
contributed a number of suggestions and criticisms upon both that 
papyrus and the Pindar. The assistance which we have received from 
other scholars, particularly Professors E. Schtirer and H. Schéne and 
Mr. E. M. Walker, is acknowledged in connexion with the individual 
papyri. 

In the Appendices we give a list of addenda and corrigenda to 
Parts III and IV of the Oxyrhynchus Papyri, and a list of published 

papyri recently distributed among various museums and libraries, in 
continuation of the list in Part IV, pp. 265-71. 

The excavations at Oxyrhynchus were at length concluded last 
winter, the sixth which has been devoted to the exploration of that 
marvellously productive site; the publication of the vast store of 

Greek papyri from it will be the work of many years to come. Owing 
to lack of funds the Graeco-Roman Branch is unable to conduct 
excavations during the coming season, but we hope to resume our work 
in Egypt in the winter of 1908-9, when we look forward to breaking 
fresh ground. 

BERNARD P. GRENFEERS 

ARTHURS: HUNa: 

Quern’s CoLLEGE, OxForD, 

OcrToBER, 1907. 
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NOTE ON THE METHOD OF PUBLICATION 

THE same general method is followed in this volume as in its predecessors. 

The three new literary texts are printed in dual form, a reconstruction in modern 

style in the case of 840 following, in that of 841 and 842 facing, a literal 
transcript. In the two texts of extant authors, 843 and 844, the originals are 

reproduced except for division of words, addition of capital initials to proper 

names, and supplements of lacunae. Additions or corrections by the same hand 
as the body of the text are in small thin type, those by a different hand in thick 

type. Square brackets [ ] indicate a lacuna, round brackets ( ) the resolution 
of an abbreviation or contraction, angular brackets () a mistaken omission in 

the original or a correction made by us; double square brackets [[ ]] mean that 

the letters within them have been deleted in the original, braces { } that the 

letters so enclosed, though actually written, should be omitted. Dots placed 
within brackets represent the approximate number of letters lost or deleted ; 

dots outside brackets indicate mutilated or otherwise illegible letters. Letters 
with dots under them are to be considered doubtful. Heavy Arabic numerals 

refer to the texts of the Oxyrhynchus papyri published in this volume and in 

Parts I-IV ; ordinary numerals to lines ; small Roman numerals to columns. 



I THEOLOGICAL 

840. FRAGMENT OF AN UNCANONICAL GOSPEL. 

8-8 xX 7-4 cm, Plate I (verso). 

THIS fragment consists of a single vellum leaf, practically complete except 

at one of the lower corners, and here most of the lacunae admit of a satisfactory 
restoration. The book to which the leaf belonged was of remarkably modest 

dimensions, but though the written surface only slightly exceeds two inches 

square the scribe has succeeded in compressing forty-five lines into the two pages. 

He used a small and not very regular uncial hand, round and upright, of a type 

pointing, we think, toa fourth rather than a fifth century date, A later date than 
the fifth century, to which most of the papyri found with 840 belonged, is out of 

the question. A peculiarity is the employment οἱ red ink to outline and bring 

into greater prominence the dots of punctuation (in the middle position), initial 

letters of sentences, strokes of abbreviation, and even accents, of which two 

examples occur (ll. 23 and 36). Longer pauses are marked not only by dots but 
also by short blank spaces, and the following letter, besides being sometimes 

ornamented with red, is rather enlarged. Of the abbreviations usual in theo- 
logical MSS, aves (ἄνθρωπος), 85 (Δαυείδ), and sap (σωτήρ) are found. ν at the end 
of a line, in order to save space, is sometimes written as a horizontal stroke above 
the preceding vowel ; and there is one apparent instance (I. 9) of the use of the 

common angular sign to complete a line shorter than its neighbours, In three 
cases words originally omitted have been supplied, all these interlineations most 
probably being by the original hand. The scribe apparently was particularly 
liable to omission, and in one or two other places supplements seem to be 

required ; cf. 1. 1 and notes on ll. 3-7 and 40. 
The bulk of the fragment is concerned with a conversation between Jesus 

and a chief priest, which takes place in the Temple at Jerusalem, the episode, 
B 
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which is of a dramatic character, being preserved almost complete. It is pre- 

ceded by the conclusion of a speech of Jesus to His disciples, exhorting them to 
avoid the example of certain wrong-doers and warning them of the penalties 
which await the latter both in this world and the next (Il. 1-7). What particular 
class is referred to by the word αὐτοῖς in 1. 3 is not clear. Jesus, who throughout 

the fragment is called simply ὁ σωτήρ, then takes His disciples with Him inside the 
Temple to the ἁγνευτήριον, by which term the author of the gospel perhaps meant 

the ‘court of the men of Israel’, though how far this use of it is legitimate is doubt- 
ful (11. 7-9; cf. 1. 8, note). They are there met by a chief priest who is also 
a Pharisee, but whose name is quite uncertain (1. 10, note). The chief priest 
reproaches them for having neglected to perform the necessary ceremonies 

of ablution and change of garments before entering the holy place and looking 

upon the sacred vessels (Il. 12-21). A short dialogue ensues in which Jesus asks 

the chief priest if he is pure, and the latter answers recounting the different 

purificatory rites which he had himself observed (Il. 21-30). To this Jesus 
delivers an eloquent and crushing reply contrasting outward with inward purity, 

the external bathing prescribed by Jewish ritual with the inward cleansing which 

He and His followers had received in the waters of eternal life (Il. 30-45). 

Before the conclusion of the speech is reached the fragment breaks off. 
In its general outline the episode described resembles Matt. xv. 1-20, Mark 

vii. 1-23, though the scene is there not Jerusalem but near Gennesaret, and the 

other details are of course different. The contrast between outward religious 
observance and inward purity was one of the most salient points in Christ’s teach- 

ing, and is illustrated not only by the canonical gospels but by other uncanonical 

utterances ascribed to our Lord, e.g. the two series of Sayings of Fesus (1. 5-11 
ἐὰν μὴ νηστεύσητε K.T.A., 654, 32 sqq. [ἐξ]ετάζουσιν αὐτὸν k.7.\.). Even more clearly 

than 655, 840 belongs to a narrative covering the same ground as the canonical 
gospels. That this was composed with a view to advocating the tenets of 
a particular sect is not indicated by anything in our fragment; for though 1]. 41-4 

when separated from their context might conceivably be adduced as an argument 
for denying the necessity of the use of water at baptism, βαπτίζειν is not there 
used in its technical Christian sense (cf. 1. 15, note), and in other respects the 
fragment is quite orthodox. A possible point of connexion with the Gnostics 

may be found in the noticeable fact that our Lord is called not Ἰησοῦς or ὁ κύριος 
but ὁ σωτήρ, a title which Irenaeus (I. i. 3) reproaches the Valentinian Ptolemaeus 

for using to the exclusion of κύριος ; cf. Harnack, Expansion of Christianity, 

i. p.124. But the use of σωτήρ or salvator simply to designate Jesus is of course 
common in other early Christian writers, and though its employment indicates 

that this gospel belongs to a later stage of development than the canonical gospels, 
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in which it only occurs in Luke ii. 11 ἐτέχθη ὑμῖν σωτήρ, ὅς ἐστιν Χριστὸς κύριος 
and John iv. 42 οἴδαμεν ὅτι οὗτός ἐστιν 6 σωτὴρ τοῦ κόσμου, this is not sufficient to 

establish a Gnostic origin for the fragment. It is, however, enough to exclude 
the likelihood that 840 comes from either the gospel according to the Hebrews 
or that according to the Egyptians. For though σωτήρ is used in introducing 

quotations from those gospels by Origen (xz Joann. ii. 6 τὸ καθ᾽ ᾿Ἑβραίους 

εὐαγγέλιον ἔνθα αὐτὸς 6 σωτήρ φησιν" ἄρτι ἔλαβέ pe x.7.A.) and Epiphanius (Haer. 

62. 2) ἐν αὐτῷ (sc. the gospel according to the Egyptians) y p πολλὰ τοιαῦτα ὡς ἐν 

παραβύστῳ μυστηριώδως ἐκ προσώπου τοῦ σωτῆρος ἀναφέρεται ws αὐτοῦ δηλοῦντος τοῖς 

μαθηταῖς κιτιλ., the evidence of the extant quotations themselves indicates that 

κύριος was the title commonly employed, as in the Gospel of Peter. In the 

absence of any definite resemblances between 840 and the scanty remains of the 

various uncanonical gospels composed in the second or third century, the frag- 
ment is best classed as belonging to a gospel distinct from any of them. The 

chief point of interest in it lies in the references to Jewish ceremonies of purifica- 

tion in connexion with the Temple-worship, about which the author at first sight 

shows an intimate knowledge. On some points the statements in the fragment 

find support in the extant authorities for the Temple-ritual at the time of Christ. 

Thus Josephus states that no Jew who was unclean had the right to be admitted 

to the inner court of the Temple, i.e. that known as the ‘court of the men 
of Israel’ (cf. 1. 8, note), and the statement put into the mouth of the chief priest 
concerning the necessity of ceremonial washing and putting on white garments is 

in accordance with the regulations for priests described in the Mishnah (cf. ll. 25 

and 27, notes). But that an ordinary Jew before visiting the inner court of the 

Temple had to wash and change his clothes as stated in 1]. 18-20 is not confirmed 

by any other evidence ; and neither the term ἁγνευτήριον in 1. 8 nor the λίμνη τοῦ 

Δαυείδ in 1. 25 are mentioned elsewhere, while considerable difficulty arises 

in connexion with the ‘sacred vessels’ which are stated to have been visible 
from the court to which Jesus and His disciples had penetrated ; cf. ll. 12-21, 

note. Moreover the two stairways leading down to the ‘pool of David’ and 
still more the statement that dogs and swine were cast into it (ll. 33-4) seem to 

be details invented for the sake of rhetorical effect, for that a high priest washed 
himself in a pool of the character described in the fragment is incredible. So 
great indeed are the divergences between this account and the extant and 

no doubt well informed authorities with regard to the topography and ritual 

of the Temple that it is hardly possible to avoid the conclusion that much of the 
local colour is due to the imagination of the author, who was aiming chiefly at 

dramatic effect, and was not really well acquainted with the Temple. But if the 
inaccuracy of the fragment in this important respect is admitted, the historical 

B2 
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character of the whole episode breaks down, and it is probably to be regarded as 

an apocryphal elaboration of Matt. xv. 1-20 and Mark vii. 1-23. In these 
circumstances the gospel to which the fragment belongs can hardly have been 

composed before the middle of the second century. The use of the term σωτήρ 

and the fact that the manuscript itself was written in the fourth or possibly even 
the fifth century may be represented as arguments for a third century date, but 

that seems to us improbable. After the four canonical gospels had come to be 

exclusively used in most churches, a process which was complete by the end of 

the second century (Harnack, Gesch. d. altchr. Lit. ii. p. 699), no new gospel 
covering the same ground could look for more than a very limited acceptance, 
and after about A.D. 180 authors of apocryphal gospels generally avoided com- 
petition with the canonical gospels by placing their supposed revelations in the 

period of the Childhood or after the Resurrection. Moreover, if the author of 840 
wrote in the third century, we should expect him to betray a definitely heretical 

point of view, which, as we have said, is not discernible in the fragment. That it is 
Egyptian in origin is very likely, but it stands much nearer to the gospel according 
to the Egyptians which was composed in the second century, probably before the 

middle of it, than e. g. to the Pistis Sophia which was written in the third. The 

literary quality also of the fragment does not favour a very late date; the style 

is more ambitious than that of the canonical gospels, and the rhetorical tendency 
of the composer, who uses a number of words not found in the New Testament, 

is somewhat pronounced, but he is more successful in catching something of the 
genuine ring than many of the authors of apocryphal gospels. Hence we prefer 

to regard the work to which 840 belongs as composed before A.D. 200. While 
the story of the dialogue between Christ and the chief priest has no claim to 

be accepted as authentic, and is probably a secondary or even tertiary production, 
the fragment is an interesting and valuable addition to the scanty remnant of the 
numerous uncanonical traditions concerning Christ’s teaching which were current 
in many Christian communities, especially in Egypt, during the third and fourth 

centuries. 
We are indebted to Prof. E. Schiirer for several suggestions in the interpre- 

tation of this fragment. 

Verso. 
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[. - . αλλωπιζουσιπροσεπιθυμι 
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[Ὁ +e ee -]Ktao εγωδεκαιοι 
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[- eee eee ee ἠμμεθαενῦδασιζαϊ.] 

[. eee ee + ἠσελθουσιαπο . . [.] 

[.. eee ee ee -Aaovarl-jouo[. τ 

Ἂν Ἂς a 3 ~ , 7 

πρότερον πρὸ (Tod) ἀδικῆσαι πάντα σοφί- 
3 DS , , ‘ 

(eval. ἀλλὰ προσέχετε μή πὼς καὶ 

ὑμεῖς τὰ ὅμοια αὐτοῖς πάθητε' οὐ γὰρ 

ἐν τοῖς ζωοῖς μόνοις ἀπολαμβάνου- 

σιν οἱ κακοῦργοι τῶν ἀν(θρώπγων ἀλλὰ [κἸαὶ 

κόλασιν ὑπομένουσιν καὶ πολίλ]ὴν 
4 \ \ > ‘\ 

βάσανον. καὶ παραλαβὼν αὐτοὺς 

εἰσήγαγεν εἰς αὐτὸ τὸ ἁγνευτήριον καὶ 

περιεπάτει ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ. καὶ προσε[λ]- 

θὼν Φαρισαῖός τις ἀρχιερεὺς Λειυϊεὶς Ὁ] 
αἵ 4 , > ~ Ν 7. 

τὸ ὄνομα συνέτυχεν αὐτοῖς Kal εἰ ἵπεν] 

τῷ σαω(τῆγρι, τίς ἐπέτρεψέν σοι πατίεῖν 
c 

τοῦτο τὸ ἁγνευτήριον καὶ ἰδεῖν [ταῦ- 

τα τὰ ἅγια σκεύη μήτε λουσαϊμ]ένῳ] μ[ή- 
a ~ an ‘ + 

τε μὴν τῶν μαθητῶν σου τοὺς πίόδας βα- 

πτισθέντων ; ἀλλὰ μεμολυϊμμένος 
3 4 ~ Ν ε Ν , ν ἐπάτησας τοῦτο τὸ ἱερὸν τίόπον ov- 

τα καθαρόν, ὃν οὐδεὶς ἀΐλλος εἰ μὴ 

λουσάμενος καὶ ἀλλάϊξας τὰ ἐνδύ- 

ματα πατεῖ, οὐδὲ ὁϊρᾶν τολμᾷ ταῦτα 

τὰ ἅγια σκεύη. καὶ στὰς εὐθέως ὁ σω(τὴ)ρ 

a[dv τ]οῖς μαθηταῖϊς ἀπεκρίθη αὐτῷ, 
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σὺ οὖν ἐνταῦθα ὧν ἐν τῷ ἱερῷ καθα- 

ρεύεις ; λέγει αὐτῷ ἐκεῖνος, καθαρεύω: ἐλουσά.- 

25 μὴν γὰρ ἐν τῇ λίμνῃ τοῦ A(avel)d καὶ δι’ ἑτέ- 

pas κλίμακος κατελθὼν δι’ ἑτέρας 

ἀϊν]ῆλθον, καὶ λευκὰ ἐνδύματα ἐνε- 

δυσάμην καὶ καθαρά, καὶ τότε ἦλθον 

καὶ προσέβλεψα τούτοις τοῖς ἁγίοις 

30 σκεύεσιν. ὁ σω(τὴ)ρ πρὸς αὐτὸν ἀπο- 

ἰκρι]θεὶς εἶπεν, ovat, τυφλοὶ μὴ ὁρῶν- 

t[els* σὺ ἐλούσω τούτοις τοῖς χεομένοις 

ὕϊδιασιν ἐν οἷς κύνες καὶ χοῖροι βέβλην- 

[ται] νυκτὸς καὶ ἡμέρας, καὶ νιψάμε- 

35 [νος τὸ ἐκτὸς δέρμα ἐσμήξω, ὅπερ 

kali αἱ πόρναι καὶ ali] αὐλητρίδες pupi- 

ζηουϊσιν κ]αὶ λούουσιν καὶ σμήχουσι 

[v 
[ 
[ 
[καὶ κἸαλλωπίῤζουσι πρὸς emOupi- 

[αν τ]ῶν ἀν(θρώπ)ων: ἔνδοθεν δὲ ἐκεῖ- 

[ 40 [ναι πεπλ]ήρωζν)ται σκορπίων Kat 

[πάσης καϊκίας. ἐγὼ δὲ καὶ of 

[μαθηταί μου] ods λέγεις μὴ βεβα- 

[πτίσθαι. BeBdlupeba ἐν ὕδασι ζω- 

sve αἰωνίου Sree ἐλθοῦσιν ἀπὸ .. [.] 

45 Ἶ". ἀλἸ]λὰ οὐαὶ [τ]οῖς [.. .1. 

‘,.. before he does wrong makes all manner of subtle excuse. But give heed lest ye 
also suffer the same things as they ; for the evil-doers among men receive their reward not 
among the living only, but also await punishment and much torment. And he took 
them and brought them into the very place of purification, and was walking in the 
temple. And a certain Pharisee, a chief priest, whose name was Levi, met them and 
said to the Saviour, Who gave thee leave to walk in this place of purification and to 
see these holy vessels, when thou hast not washed nor yet have thy disciples bathed 
their feet? But defiled thou hast walked in this temple, which is a pure place, wherein 
no other man walks except he has washed himself and changed his garments, neither does 
he venture to see these holy vessels. And the Saviour straightway stood still with his 
disciples and answered him, Art thou then, being here in the temple, clean? He saith 
unto him, I am clean; for I washed in the pool of David, and having descended by 
one staircase I ascended by another, and I put on white and clean garments, and then 
I came and looked upon these holy vessels. ‘The Saviour answered and said unto him, 
Woe ye blind, who see not. Thou hast washed in these running waters wherein dogs 
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and swine have been cast night and day, and hast cleansed and wiped the outside skin 
which also the harlots and flute-girls anoint and wash and wipe and beautify for the 
lust of men; but within they are full of scorpions and all wickedness. But I and my 
disciples, who thou sayest have not bathed, have been dipped in the waters of eternal life 
which come from... But woe unto the...’ 

3-7. This sentence is very obscurely worded, and perhaps corrupt. The contrast is, 
we think, between punishment in this life and in the world to come; hence we prefer 
ζωοῖς ‘living’ to ζῴοις ‘animals’, The use of ζωός, a poetical word employed also by 
Xenophon, is curious, but ἐν τοῖς ζῴοις seems to yield no sense. The absence of an 
object for ἀπολαμβάνουσιν (e.g. τὸν μισθόν) is awkward, even if one could be supplied from 
the sentence preceding |. 1; and after ἀλλὰ καί a phrase to balance ἐν τοῖς ζωοῖς would be 
expected. Possibly some words have dropped out ; the scribe seems to have been rather 
prone to omission. For κόλασις in reference to the next world cf. Matt. xxv. 46 ἀπελεύσονται 
οὗτοι εἰς κόλασιν αἰώνιον : βάσανος is not so used in the N.T., though cf. Matt, xviii. 34. 
ὑπομενουσιν may be future, but the present tense makes a better contrast to ἀπολαμβάνουσιν. 

8. ἁγνευτήριον : this term is not found elsewhere in connexion with the Temple, and 
what the author of this gospel exactly meant by it is not clear. The context shows that it 
was within the inner enclosure, and ll. 12-3, where πατεῖν] τοῦτο τὸ ἁγνευτήριον corresponds 
to περιεπάτει ἐν ἱερῷ, suggest that it was a large open court rather than a particular room, 
especially as the term ἁγνευτήριον is not a suitable description for any of the known rooms in 
Herod’s Temple. The ‘Chamber of Washers’ (A/rddoth v. 4) was employed for cleansing 
the inwards of the offerings, not for ceremonial ablutions. If ἁγνευτήριον implies a place 
where rites of purification were performed, the only part of the Temple to which the name 
would be at all appropriate is the space round the brazen laver, which stood between the 
Temple-porch and the altar, having succeeded to the ‘molten sea’ of Solomon’s Temple 
(cf. 1. 25, note). But this is not likely to be the meaning of ἁγνευτήριον, for the brazen laver 
was in the court of the priests, which could not be entered by lay Israelites except for 
purposes of sacrifice (Kelzm, i. 8 quoted in Schiirer, Gesch. d. Jud, Volkes, ii. p. 273), and 
other indications in the papyrus (cf. ll. 12-21, note) besides the general probabilities of the 
case suggest that Jesus and His disciples had not penetrated further than the ‘court of 
the men of Israel’, which was outside the priests’ court. If dyveurnpiov is legitimately used 
of the ‘ court of the men of Israel’, the term seems to be applied to it not because it was 
a place where purification was performed but because it could only be entered by Israelites 
who were perfectly pure; cf. Josephus, Bel/, Jud. v. 5 ἀνδρῶν δ᾽ of μὴ καθάπαν ἡγνευκότες 
εἴργοντο τῆς ἔνδον αὐλῆς καὶ τῶν ἱερέων πάλιν οἱ μὴ καθαρεύοντες εἴργοντο, and Contra Apion. 
ii. 8 2 fertia (sc. porticu) masculi Iudacorum mundi extstentes atque purificati (sc, ingredie- 
bantur). But it may be doubted whether the author of this gospel had any clear conception 
of the topography of the Temple, and the employment of the term ἁγνευτήριον may be 
a mere error; cf. introd. 

10. Φαρισαῖός τις ἀρχιερεύς : by ἀρχιερεῖς in the N. T. and Josephus are meant primarily 
the high priest actually in office and his predecessors, but also secondly members of the 
families from which the high priests were drawn; cf. Schiirer, of. czv. ii. pp. 221-4. There is 
therefore no necessity for this person to have been the high priest in office at the moment. 
Most of the high priests were Sadducees, and hence are often in the N. T. contrasted with 
the Pharisees, but instances of high priests who were Pharisees occur ; cf. Schiirer, op. cét. 
ii. p. 201. The combination Φαρισαῖός τις ἀρχιερεύς is therefore quite legitimate, and such 
a person is particularly appropriate as the champion of external purity ; cf. ll. 24-30. 

Aeleis]; the reading is extremely doubtful, but neither ”Av{as nor Kaiddas is admissible. 
The first two letters, if not Xe, seem to be ac, and the third, if not v, to be « or x. 
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12-21. From this speech of the Pharisee it appears firstly that entrance to that part of 
the Temple to which Jesus and His disciples had penetrated was permitted only to those 
who had either bathed (I. 19 λουσάμενος ; cf. ]. 24) or at any rate had washed their feet, and 
had put on fresh clothes, secondly that from this part of the Temple the holy vessels 
were visible. The principal holy vessels, e.g. the table of shewbread and the seven- 
branched candlestick, stood in the Aekal or larger room of the sanctuary; but this was 
only entered by the officiating priests, and the writer of this gospel is not likely to 
have been so ignorant of the facts concerning the Temple-service as to suppose that 
Jesus and His disciples could have wished to enter the sanctuary, much less that they 
could have succeeded in doing so without opposition from the Temple guards and with 
no stronger remonstrance from the high priest than that related here. Other sacred 
vessels were kept in the small chambers (38 in number), which surrounded the sanctuary 
on all sides except that of the porch; cf. Middoth iv. These chambers were apparently 
entered from the inside of the building, so that in order to reach them it would be necessary 
to pass through the Temple-porch, and their contents can hardly have been visible from the 
priests’ court which immediately surrounded the Temple-building, much less from the 
court of the men of Israel which was outside the court of the priests. Since the court of 
the priests was only accessible to lay Israelites for the purpose of sacrificing at the great 
altar, it is almost as difficult to suppose that Jesus and His disciples penetrated to these 
chambers as that they entered the sanctuary. The nature of the remonstrance addressed to 
them by the chief priest, who reproaches them not with being laymen but with being 
unclean, suggests that the scene of the conversation is the court of the men of Israel, 
which, as Josephus says, could only be entered by the mundi atque purtficati or καθάπαν 
ἡγνευκότες (cf. 1. 8, note). Hence if ἅγια σκεύη implies more than the bronze laver, and 
the rings, tables, and other accessories of the sacrifices, all of which objects, being outside 
the Temple-building, would be visible from the court of the men of Israel, the author of 
this gospel has fallen into a somewhat serious error. Moreover, the statement in ll. 18-20 
that bathing and changing of clothes were required from ordinary Israelites when visiting the 
Temple is not confirmed by anything in the authorities, which record the observance of 
these formalities only in the case of the officiating priests; cf.ll. 25 and 27, notes, Josephus’ 
reference to καθάπαν ἡγνευκότες probably means merely persons who were Levitically pure, 
and does not imply the performance of special rites of purification. Schiirer, therefore, 
seems to be right in supposing that the author of the gospel has by mistake referred to laymen 
the regulations applicable only to priests. 

15. βαἸπτισθέντων ; βαπτίζειν is used here and in 1, 42 not in the ordinary technical 
sense of baptizing, but with reference to ceremonial ablution, as in Luke xi, 38 ὁ δὲ Φαρισαῖος 
ἰδὼν ἐθαύμασεν ὅτι οὐ πρῶτον ἐβαπτίσθη πρὸ τοῦ ἀρίστου, and perhaps in Mark vii. 4 ἐὰν μὴ 
βαπτίσωνται οὐκ ἐσθίουσι, where the reading is doubtful ; cf. also Sir. xxxi. 25 βαπτιζόμενος ἀπὸ 
νεκρου. 

20. 6[pav: o may be read in place of o. 
25. τῇ λίμνῃ τοῦ Δ(ανεί)δ : ‘the pool of David’ is not mentioned elsewhere, and it is not 

clear what the author of the gospel meant by it, or where it was situated. Schiirer thinks 
that it refers to the ‘brazen’ or ‘molten sea’ set up by Solomon between the porch and the 
altar (1 Kings vii. 23, 2 Chron. iv. 2). This was a large laver supported by 12 brazen 
oxen, and containing according to 1 Kings 2000, according to 2 Chron. 3000, baths of 
water. It was destroyed by Nebuchadnezzar (2 Kings xxv. 13, 16, Jer. lii. 17, 20), and 
though if Sir. 1. 3 may be trusted the second Temple also had its brazen sea, Herod’s Temple 
did not possess one. In its place there was firstly a bronze laver between the porch and 
altar (Middoth iii. 6, &c.; cf. Schiirer, of. cit. ii. p. 283) in which the officiating priests 
had to wash their hands and feet, and secondly a room fitted up with baths for daily use by 
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the officiating priests before entering on their duties ; cf. Zestam. XII Patriarch., Levi 9 
καὶ πρὸ τοῦ εἰσελθεῖν els τὰ ἅγια Novov, and the authorities from the Mishnah cited by Schiirer, 
Z.c. This room, which is called in Afddoth i. g ‘the house of baptism’, was reached by 
a passage from the Temple-building, and was clearly outside the Temple-enclosure. That 
the author of the gospel had in his mind the ‘ brazen sea’ seems to us improbable, since 
the λίμνη is called after David, not Solomon, and while the brazen sea stood close to the 
Temple-building itself, the λίμνη which had two κλίμακες leading down to it (Il. 25-6) and 
into which dogs and swine are cast (I. 33) is evidently conceived of as being outside the 
Temple (presumably in the valley below), and thus fulfilling the functions ascribed in the 
Mishnah to the ‘house of baptism’. Whether a pool called after David really existed is 
however very doubtful, for the details concerning it are more picturesque than convincing. 
The subtle distinction of the different stairways for the use of the clean and unclean, though 
plausible in itself, is, in the absence of corroboration, more likely to be due to the imagination 
of the author of the gospel than to have a historical basis, and the casting of dogs and 
swine into the pool looks like a rhetorical exaggeration ; cf. note ad Joc. 

27. λευκὰ ἐνδύματα : on this detail, that the officiating priests put on special garments, 
white in colour, the author of the gospel is correct (cf. Schiirer, of. cz/. pp. 281-2), as he is 
with regard to the necessity for their taking a daily bath before entering on their religious 
duties ; cf. 1. 25, note, and introd. 

31. οὐαί, τυφλοί : the dative is more common after οὐαί, as in 1. 45; but cf. Luke vi, 
25 οὐαί, of γελῶντες νῦν, ὅτι πενθήσετε, where there is an ellipse of ὑμῖν, and Rev. xviii. 16 οὐαὶ 
oval, 7 πόλις ἡ μεγάλη. 

33. χοῖροι: that swine were not uncommon in Palestine at the time of Christ is proved 
by Matt. vii. 61, viii. 30, and Luke xv. 15. The reference to the dogs and swine is 
introduced to heighten the effect of the contrast with the waters of life in ll. 43-4. The 
author of the gospel may well have had in his mind the stagnant pools which are a common 
feature of Egyptian villages, but the description is incredible when applied to a pool in 
which a chief priest bathed, and as a piece of rhetoric somewhat overshoots the mark ; 
for the real point of the contrast between the two kinds of purification is not that the water 
was in the one case unclean, but that it only cleansed the outward skin, whereas the other 
form of purification was spiritual. 

36. αἱ πόρναι καὶ ai] αὐλητρίδες : cf. for this collocation τρεῖς yap δούλους περιεῖχε τὸν μὲν 
καταφαγόντα τὴν ὕπαρξιν μετὰ πορνῶν καὶ αὐλητρίδων in the “EBpaikois χαρακτῆρσιν εὐαγγέλιον quoted 
by Eusebius in his Zheophanza (Resch, Agrapha, p. 388). 

39. ἔνδοθεν δὲ x,7.4.: cf. the denunciations of the Pharisees in Matt. xxiii. 25 ovat ὑμῖν, 
γραμματεῖς καὶ Φαρισαῖοι ὑποκριταί, ὅτι καθαρίζετε τὸ ἔξωθεν τοῦ ποτηρίου καὶ τῆς παροψίδος, ἔσωθεν δὲ 
γέμουσιν ἐξ ἁρπαγῆς καὶ ἀκρασίας, 33 ὄφεις γεννήματα ἐχιδνῶν, Luke xi. 39 τὸ δὲ ἔσωθεν ὑμῶν γέμει 
ἁρπαγῆς καὶ πονηρίας (cf. κακίας in 1. 41). 

40. πεπλ]ήρωζν )ται : it would be possible to retain πεπλ]ήρωται by reading ἐκεῖνα in place 
of ἐκεῖναι, but such a use of the neuter plural is unlikely. 

42. βεβα[ϊπτίσθαι : or BeBa[r||[ricbac ; but cf, ll. 15-6 βα ]πτισθέντων. 
43. βεβάγμμεθα: a, δ, or A could be read in place of the doubtful μ, but not o or v, 

so that λελο]ύμεθα and βεβαπτί]σμεθα (which is also too long) are excluded, and βεβά μμεθα is 
practically certain. βάπτειν is a less technical word than βαπτίζειν, but there is, we think, 
no real distinction intended between the two terms here, since βαπτίζειν is not employed in 
its technical sense ; cf. 1. 15, note. 

43-4. o[js: or ζῶσι, with another word in place of αἰωνίου, The letter before ἐλθοῦσιν 
may be τ or v instead of σ, so that κα]γελθοῦσιν is possible. ὕδωρ ζῶν occurs in John iv. ro, 
II, vii, 38, ὕδωρ ζωῆς in Rev. vii. 17, xxi. 6, xxii, r and 17. ἀπό, if correct, was no doubt 
followed by some words like τῶν οὐρανῶν or τοῦ πατρός, 
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1. ΝΕΝΝ CLASSICAL. TEXTS 

841. PINDAR, PAEANS, 

Height 18 cm. Plates I-HI (A Cols. iv, v, xxiii, 

Frs. 82 and 128). 

IT is a somewhat remarkable circumstance that though several Pindaric 
fragments have been found at Oxyrhynchus (408, 426 (?), and 659 besides 841), 
none of them has contained any part of the Epinician poems. Eustathius tells us 

(Opusc. Ὁ. 60. 22) that that section of the poet’s works was the most popular 
as being fuller of human interest, less concerned with myth and less obscure 
in expression,—ot καὶ περιάγονται μάλιστα διὰ τὸ ἀνθρωπικώτεροι εἷναι Kal ὀλιγόμυθοι, 

καὶ μηδὲ πάνυ ἔχειν ἀσαφῶς κατά γε τὰ ἄλλα: but this, so far as the evidence goes, 

hardly seems to have been the general verdict in Egypt during the Roman 
period. Recent discoveries moreover happily enable us to form our own opinion 

as to the character of some of the other categories. 659 provided for the first 
time a specimen of the Παρθένεια ; and now the following much longer and more 

valuable text presents the material for an adequate estimate of the important 
class of Παιᾶνες. 

The paean, which is a very ancient form of poetry, was a hymn originally 
sung in honour of Apollo or Artemis, whether in thanksgiving to, or propitiation 

of, the deity. Both of these motives appear in Homer; the Achaeans are to 
return to their ships singing a paean of victory (X 391), and try to divert the 

wrath of Apollo with a paean at a sacrificial feast (A 472-3). In later times 
paeans were dedicated to other gods than Apollo ; Xenophon, for instance, speaks 
of a paean to Poseidon (Hell. iv. 7. 4): cf. Proclus, Chrest. ap. Photius, Bzb/. 239 
ὁ δὲ παιάν ἐστιν εἶδος φδῆς εἰς πάντας νῦν γραφόμενος θεούς, τὸ δὲ παλαιὸν ἰδίως ἀπενέ- 
pero τῷ ̓ Απόλλωνι καὶ τῇ ̓ Αρτέμιδι, ἐπὶ καταπαύσει λοιμῶν καὶ νόσων ddduevos* κατα- 

χρηστικῶς δὲ καὶ τὰ προσόδια τινὲς παιᾶνας λέγουσιν. The sound of if was especially 
characteristic of the paean; Athenaeus, xv. pp. 696 e, f (cf. 701 b, c), calls ἰηπαιάν 

the παιανικὸν ἐπίρρημα or ἐπίφθεγμα, a description which the papyrus well illustrates ; 
cf. also 660. 

The Paeans were comprised in one of the seventeen books attributed to 

Pindar by the Cod. Ambrosianus and Suidas. To that book, apart from single 
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words, only two small fragments (52 and 61) could hitherto be certainly referred ; 

a few others, now seen to belong to it, had been wrongly assigned to other 

categories. Of the Paeans of Simonides there are but a line anda half; of those 

of Bacchylides, previously represented by a couple of fragments, two specimens 
have lately reappeared in the British Museum papyrus. By a similar stroke 
of good fortune the lost book of the Paeans of Pindar is now partially recovered 
through the present MS., which, next to that of Bacchylides, is the largest extant 

papyrus ofalyric poet. The identification admits of not the smallest doubt. That 

the bulk at any rate of the poems are to be classed as paeans is obvious; and not 
only do they bear unmistakably the Pindaric stamp, but their authorship is con- 

clusively established by several coincidences with already known citations as 

well as by references to Pindar in the scholia which accompany the main text. 
The remains of this admirable manuscript, in elaborateness rivalling the 

Paris Aleman papyrus, were unearthed in deplorable condition ; they consisted 

of some 380 fragments, none of which contained two complete consecutive 
columns, while the great majority were quite small. The process of fitting 

together has largely reduced the total, but many scraps remain unplaced in 

spite of repeated efforts ; some of them no doubt will eventually be assigned by 
future revisions to their proper position, though it does not seem probable that 

there is much to be done in this direction. The task of combination has been 
greatly assisted by the fact that the literary text was written upon the verso 

of a cursive document; frequently a connexion, which otherwise would have 

remained a matter of conjecture, has been definitely established or excluded by 
the evidence on the other side of the papyrus. As now reconstructed the MS. falls 

into four principal sections. In A, which constitutes the bulk of what survives, 

as many as thirty-five consecutive columns containing parts of seven odes can be 

accounted for, though with large gaps and imperfections. The recto contains an 

elaborate list of persons, written probably in the latter part of the first century, 
with details as to parentage, age, and other personal characteristics. As often, 

the papyrus was cut horizontally before being re-used ; it has also sometimes 
been divided vertically and rejoined, and strengthening strips have been glued on 
in places. Under B, where the hands on either side are the same as in A, are 

included several fragments which are distinguished by their dirty and decayed 
condition. There are remains of three columns which may be consecutive, 
but whether they belong to a single poem or form part of the last ode (VII) of A 
is doubtful; cf. the commentary ad /oc. It is even uncertain whether B precedes 
or follows A. In C the cursive recto is the same as in A and B, but the text of 

the Pindar is in a new hand, which continues through D; the two groups, each 
including one practically complete column, are marked off from each other by 
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the presence ofa different document, part of a land-survey list, on the recto of D, 

while the recto of C is the same asin A and B. Two isolated fragments, 26-7, 

where the text on the verso was written by the scribe of A-B, also have a different 

cursive, perhaps the same as in D, on the recto. The changes of hand in the 
verso and recto respectively make the order A-B, C, D the natural one ; but it is 

not impossible that D preceded C or that C-D preceded A-B, for the case 
of Frs. 26-7 indicates that the recto of the roll as made up to receive the literary 
text on the verso was of a somewhat heterogeneous character. There is some 
internal as well as external evidence for distinguishing C-D from A-B, since it is 

doubtful whether the poems represented in C-D are also to be regarded as 

paeans ; this question will be considered later (p. 23). 
The text of the Pindar is written in short columns of fifteen or sixteen lines 

which occupy about 11-5 cm. in depth, a wide margin being left between the 

columns for the reception of scholia, and the lines placed rather wide apart, 
perhaps with a view to interlinear additions ; the distance from the commence- 

ment of one column to that of the next is from 14 to 15cm. The occurrence of 

the figure 900 opposite II. 25 proves that some 866 lines or fifty-seven columns 
had preceded the ten verses which survive of PaeanI. On the assumption that 
a literary roll did not ordinarily exceed thirty feet in length, this MS. of Pindar’s 

Paeans would have consisted of more rolls thanone. As already stated the text 
is the work of two scribes; in A—B the hand is a good-sized uncial, round and 

upright, but irregular and rather heavy. There is a noticeable variation in the 

size of the writing at different points; and cursive forms have occasionally 
intruded themselves at the end of a verse. On its own evidence this hand 

might be assigned with probability to the earlier decades of the second century, 
a date strongly indicated (1) by the document on the recto, which was written after 
the end of the reign of Titus (who is called θεός) but perhaps before the close of the 
first century, and (2) by the cursive scholia, which we think are not later than 
the middle of the second century and are likely to be for the most part practically 

contemporary with the main text. The scribe of C-D was the master of a much 

more practised and ornamental handwriting. This also is of the round upright 

type, but the letters are smaller and lighter, though firm and carefully finished 
(cf. Plate III). A noticeable feature, found also in some other well-written 

literary papyri, is the apzces or little hooks with which the extremities of strokes 
are in many cases provided. A cursive « occurs at the end of a line in 

Paean IX. 38, 
Breathings, accents, marks of quantity and elision, and diaereses have been 

pretty freely supplied throughout, but accents are rather more common in C-D, 

Breathings are of the square shape, The system of accentuation shows a general 
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resemblance to that found e.g. in the Bacchylides papyrus and 228. In diph- 

thongs, as usual, an acute accent falls on the first of the two vowels, while 

a circumflex generally covers both; a grave accent is placed by the scribe of A~B 

on the second vowel (III. 12, VI. 130), by the scribe of C-D in two instances on the 

second (Fr. 82. 25 τελεὶς, IX. 39 ανατιθεὶς), in one (IX. 39 μδισαιαις) on the first. 

Unaccented syllables often bear a grave accent, usually one or more of those 

preceding the accented syllable (e. g. I. 8 φὶλὴσὶστέφανον, V. 38 φὲρεμήλους), but 

a following syllable is similarly treated in Fr. 82. 21 odoai|ol, IX. 42 ἐτὲκίε. The 

article ὁ is written oin I. 5. Oxytone disyllables as a rule only have a grave accent 

on the first syllable (IV. 51 νὸμον, VI. 14 tpddov, &c.; an exception is θαμά 

Fr. 20. 27), and a similar method is sometimes followed in polysyllabic words, 

e.g. VI. 16 θὰμὶνα, IV. 12 αγᾶκλεα for ἀγακλέα. Syllables preceding enclitics 

are accented (IV. 27 ἀνιππός εἰμι, &c.) even in the case of paroxytones, 

e.g. V. 44 &v0a με, VI. 87 dood τε. Instances of mistaken accentuation are 11. 98 

θὰμὰ for θὰμά or θὰμα, IV. 28 Μελάμπος for Μέλαμπος, IV. 36 ds for ὅς, 37 exarov 
for εκατόν (or exarov), similarly IX. 39 ανατιθεὶς for ανατιθείς, and Fr. 82. 25 τελεὶς for 

τελεῖς. Punctuation is commonly effected by means of a high dot, which is freely 

supplied. At the ends of lines it is placed some little distance away at a level 
varying between the middle and top of the letters. The exact height is apparently 

immaterial, and therefore has been disregarded in our transcript ; e. g. in IV. 34 

the stop after καταβαίνων is opposite the middle of v, in 70 after προπάροιθεν it is 

at the top, the length of the pause being exactly the same in the two cases. 
Stops occurring in the course of lines are placed, as in the Bacchylides papyrus, 
well above the letters; but there is one genuine case of a dot in the middle 
position, where the pause is represented by the modern comma (VI. 15 ; cf. 182), 

and one instance of a dot just below the line(IV. 48), at the end of an interrogative 

sentence. A paragraphus is only used in the text to separate the metrical sections 

which are, apparently, always distinguished. Plain paragraphi are employed at 
the end of strophes and antistrophes, but at the commencement of new strophes 
they are accompanied by a conspicuous coronis, as in 659. Paean V, which 

consists only of strophes, accordingly has this coronis at the end of each one. 

The commencement of a fresh poem is denoted by a separate sign(VI.1). In the 

scholia by the first hand of C-D paragraphi are frequently inserted to mark off 
the notes, and in A-B they appear sporadically for a similar purpose. In some 
other respects an apparent difference of practice in the two main divisions of the 

manuscript is to be noted. In (- a curved line has in several cases been 

placed below letters or syllables, with no very clear object (cf. note on Fr. 82. 23) ; 

this does not occur in what remains of A-B. In the latter on the other hand 
there occur before lines certain critical signs, consisting of the ordinary dip/e, 
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which was used for a variety of purposes, or a small cross, which is also found 

in the Paris Aleman and Berl. Klassikertexte V. (2) xvi (Corinna). This was 

not one of the recognized Aristarchean symbols and its precise signification is not 

certain ; it may, as Wilamowitz says (of. cit., p. 64), be no more than a nota bene. 

Another example of a dle in a Pindar papyrus occurs in 659.17. In C—D there 
is in four columns no instance of the use of such marginal symbols, which though 

not quite conclusive at any rate establishes a presumption against their employ- 

ment elsewhere in that part of the papyrus. 
How far hands other than the first have contributed towards these many 

lectional aids it is difficult precisely to determine. Unless there are considerable 

differences in the colour of the ink, which is here not the case, responsibility for 

such marks cannot be assigned. To a large extent at least, they appear in the 

present case to be original, and none of them is likely to be much later in date 

than the body of the manuscript. The numeration of the lines by hundreds 

(II. 25, &c.) is undoubtedly by the first hand; the title at VI. 1 appears to be 
a subsequent insertion. 

The path of the reader has been still further smoothed by the frequent 
notes which accompany the text and which embody both apparatus criticus and 

commentary. A number of variants are recorded between the lines or in the 

margin, sometimes with a statement of the authority to whom they were due. 

Several readings are attributed to Z or Ζη (cf. note on IV. 58), who no doubt is 

Zenodotus of Ephesus. Others are coupled with the abbreviations Ap, Apio, Av 

and Apy, which are less easily identified, since it is uncertain how many names 

they represent. Perhaps Aristarchus for the first pair and Aristophanes for the 

second is the most likely interpretation; cf. note on II. 61. Chrysippus the 
pupil of Zenodotus and instructor of Aristarchus is probably referred to in 

Fr. 84. 13, and Theon, a later grammarian, may be named at II. 37. Other 
lections have the common adjunct γρ(άφεται), or more often stand by them- 

selves, usually enclosed between two dots. The explanatory notes, which are 

especially full in II and in C-D, deal with names or allusions, grammatical 
points, and the like, or elucidate the sense—not always very successfully. 

These additions are in several hands which are not always readily distin- 

guished. The textual notes in A-B are mostly in uncial or semi-uncial script, 

and sometimes are certainly due to the first scribe, e.g. the variants at V. 38, 
VI. 55, &c. This scribe was moreover a careful if not an elegant writer, and made 
few slips which he did not himself correct ; an instance occurs at VII. τ. To 
a distinct class belong certain other entries in a more sloping hand (H 2), includ- 

ing II. 1 θωρακος, 37 Kai, 40 δάιοις, IV. 4 σατο, V. 21 ερίπναις, VI. 1 title (?), 10 ackwv, 

14 κλυτὸν adgos, 52 interlinear ε and m/{@ev(?), the note opposite Il. τοϑ--ο, VII. 2 
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ἐπεσίι] (Ὁ), Fr. 16, 5 κελαδησαθ upvous, Fr. 21. 7 εσσεται. A third more rapid and 

lighter hand (H 3) is responsible for II. 2 πατριου, 27 ελί (?), V. 45 πανδωρου x.7.A., and 

perhaps IV. 62 υιο(ς) «.7.A.; while a few more variants, namely II. 52 interlinear . and 
ae, 75 ev δε, LV. 58 Ζη(νοδοτος) κιτιλ., VI. 180 στεφανοισι νιν. [...], are in the cursive 

(S 1) of the explanatory scholia. Hereagain a distinction has to be drawn. Two 

groups of these cursive notes are traceable throughout the papyrus, (a)=S 1, 
in a small and as a rule clear writing, and (b)=S 2, in a more rapid and 

negligent and generally rather larger cursive, the ink of which also is of a lighter 
shade; e.g. in the scholium opposite II. 43 to vonpa . .. ελπιδας belongs to S 1, the 

rest of the note to S 2. Evidently these two groups were written on different 

occasions, and at first sight would be put down to different persons; but they are 

of a similar character and at times approximate closely in style, and we hesitate 

to say that they could not proceed from a single hand. It is a question too how 
far the various readings classed under H 2 and H 3 may not be the work of the 

scholiast or scholiasts ; H 2 and S 1, at any rate, are not unlikely to be identical. 
In C-D such variants as occur and many of the scholia proper are in the hand of 
the text, but S 1 and S 2 are responsible for a number of additions. 

To turn now to the individual poems. Of the first there remain only the last 

ten verses, in which however the allusion to Thebes and the Theban δαφνηφορία 

(cf. 1. 8 note and Frs. 129-31) clearly shows that the paean was written for 

the poet’s native city on the occasion of that festival, The metre, which is 

logaoedic, is as follows :— 

OO) SWS SS τ- 

“.Ου-π-πύυ-πυποωυ -“- 

.ῳ 
NN ὦ Ὁ NI NS IOI Se 

.- NN NTN 

ρυπυ-ππυπυπυυ-π" 

pall -- 

υπυ-πυππυ-π-π 

we HK VV HK VE - KU Ee 

Ξε  ---Ξ ὦ NE Se 

το --υὐ Ξυν - ον - 

II. The title of the second paean has disappeared with the margin at 

the commencement, but this loss is made good by the first few lines, which 
practically form a title, and with other internal evidence render it abundantly 
clear that the poem was composed for the people of the Thracian Abdera, 

and dedicated to Apollo. It is unfortunately mutilated, two of the seven and 
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a half columns comprising it being wholly lost and another badly damaged ; the 
remainder however, amounting to three-fifths of the whole, which consisted of 

108 verses, is in good condition. Abderus, the mythical comrade of Heracles, 

who is said to have founded the city to perpetuate his memory, is addressed 
in the opening line ; and the subsequent fortunes of the place, the failure of 
a settlement from Clazomenae (ll. 55-6, 63-4), its successful colonization from 

Teos (ll. 3, 65 sqq.), and its later prosperity (Il. 25-7), are appropriately 

commemorated. There are some rather obscure allusions (ll. 39-40, 104-7) to 

a war in which the Abderites were taking part. The date is subsequent to the 

battle of Salamis, since the occupation of Athens by the Persians is referred to in 

ll. 28 sqq. Perhaps the poem was written about the time of the formation of the 
confederacy of Delos, when hostilities directed against the Persians were still 
going on in the region of Abdera ; or a struggle with some Thracian neighbour 
may have been in progress. The whole ode is characterized by a distinctly 

warlike note. It consists of three systems, the strophe having eleven and the 

epode fourteen logaoedic cola, and each epode ending with the refrain inie 
παιάν, inie’ παιὰν δὲ μήποτε λείποι. Similar refrains are found in IV and V. 

In the following schemes a comma at the end of a verse indicates synaphia 

as shown by the division of a word between two cola, and a vertical line marks 

hiatus. Syllabae ancipites at the ends of verses will be apparent without special 
note. 

Strophe 

-.͵.υ-ωυυ-Ξ --ο--α«ὼΟὐ --- 

SSS 

NOTIN eI ξύν νε ύξο 

POMC RS AG se -Ξ 

δ΄--“,,,αὩυυ--ὕ-ποᾧᾷσ᾽ᾷὄν, (better - -ἠὴ͵ἱἸ υ--σπυυππυϑ 

-πυξ-- ὦ--υυὐυὗἔυ - πυπυυ -) 

πο I) SF -- 

ee 

SL οὐ ----- 

ee Og NDE -αἷῷ -- 

DV OT τυ το τα 

Epode 

-πυυ--- ὦὖὺ - 

RO Git ea 

-ιυ-- -υ-τ-υὺ -, (better --οὐ- — U—-vuu--v-| 

-v-|----- υυν- - —-—---—vv--) 

ς 
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WIND ND NI ENE Sg 

υπυυ-πυνυ -- 5 

WIRD DI τοὶ 

Ὅ--ΟῆἼῶοὐυ“----ο-᾿α᾿ἀὑὑ - 

Ιο- - υ-υυ-πτω --πΞ 

SO NS τς 

= SU Ores 

SS Y9YS HUH UMS S 

υπυυ --- 

III. The third paean is hopelessly mutilated. From the stichometry of 

the papyrus it may be inferred to have consisted of 102 lines (cf. note on 1. 17) 

out of which seventy-five have disappeared altogether, while only one short 
passage of six verses in which Apollo is addressed is intelligible. The occasion 

of the ode and the patrons for whom it was written are not determinable ; the 
Graces are named at the commencement. 

IV. A peculiar interest attaches to the fourth paean, which is without doubt 
the ode spoken of at the commencement of the first Isthmian. Pindar there 
apologizes for having postponed the completion of a paean to the Delian Apollo 
to be sung at Ceos in order that he might first celebrate a victory won by 

his compatriot Herodotus at the Isthmian Games. Cf. ll. 6 sqq. 

πὰ εἶξον, ὦ ᾿πολλωνιάς (sc. Π 6105)" ἀμφοτερᾶν τοι χαρίτων σὺν θεοῖς ζεύξω τέλος, 

καὶ τὸν ἀκειρεκόμαν Φοῖβον χορεύων 

ἐν Κέῳ ἀμφιρύτᾳ σὺν ποντίοις 

ἀνδράσιν, καὶ τὰν ἁλιερκέα ᾿Ισθμοῦ 
δειράδ᾽, 

and the scholia upon the occasion of the poem:—of Κεῖοι Δηλιακὸν παιᾶνα ἠξίουν 

τὸν ποιητὴν γράψαι. . . μέλλοντος yap Κείοις γράφειν προσοδιακὸν παιᾶνα... ἐάσας 

ἀσυμπέραστον τὸ εἰς Δῆλον ποίημα συντάττει τῷ Ἡροδότῳ τὸν ἐπίνικον. It is now 

clear that the well-known fragments 87-8 χαῖρ᾽, ὦ θεοδμάτα κ-ιτιλ. which have been 

referred to this Cean paean (Schneider, Pind. Fragm. p. 29; so Schroeder) have 
no connexion with it. On the other hand the conjecture of Dissen and Fennell 

that the poem was sung at the temple of Apollo at Carthaea is corroborated by 
the allusion in 1. 13. The central idea is the virtue of contentment with a simple 

life like that of the Ceans in their rocky island, which was nevertheless celebrated 

as the home of athletes and poets. This lesson finds further illustration in the 
stories of Melampus (ll. 28 sqq.) and of the local hero Euxantius (Il. 35 sqq.), in 
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the narrative of which some novel points emerge (see commentary). An interest- 
ing coincidence occurs with a quotation found in a corrupt form in Plutarch 
(ll. 50 sqq.). 

The poem consisted of sixty-two verses divided into two systems, the strophe 
containing ten, and the epode, which as in II ends with a refrain, eleven lines. 

Two consecutive columns out of five are well preserved, but the remaining three 

are too severely damaged for continuous restoration. The metre is logaoedic. 

Strophe 

υυ-υυ-πυυ-που - 

SS USS Vas 

SHS SS UY Se 

υυυππυυνυ- ΒΞ - που! 

βυπυ--- --υυ-πυυ-υῦ[]} 

ὩΣ πὸ δ SSNS 

υυπιυ-π-πυυ-Ξ-, 

-εῶ- Se 

SYP St SI 

Ιουωυω-π᾿ υνυπνωυπυ - 

Epode 

Ξ--ωυ-πυυ-π πτ-ωωυ, 

eh Nd mmm FNS ὧι ἂᾧἃὼ 

eS I NS --ῷὦ 

——vvu—vu* (syll. anceps ?) 

vu-vu—vVU—vU (syll. anceps?) 

υπυ-πυππυυ-υυ--ὦὺ Ξ 

πυυυυ-ππυ-ππω -- 

ωυω--Ξωων -- -- ---- 

πο ω --ωσῷ -“«ὦ -- 

τω ----,Ἀᾳἡὦὐ-- 

V. To Delos is also dedicated the next paean, the shortest and simplest 
in structure in the collection. Like O/. xiv, Pyzh. vi, xii, &c. it consists of 

strophes only; there were eight short stanzas in dactylo-epitritic metre, each 
commencing with the invocation inie Aadv “AmoAAov. The first six of these have 
almost entirely disappeared, and no sense can be gleaned until the thirty-sixth 

line is reached, from which point to the end there is no lacuna. The topic here 

ς 2 
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is the spread of the Ionian folk over Euboea, the Sporades, and Delos ; and 

very likely the Ionians were the principal subject throughout. Perhaps the ode 

was written for the Athenians. 

Strophe 

IND me NS) NA me NN me me 

- Nad NS mre A ΑΝ τ τ 

SVs Smouuyeuuse = 

- ὦ ia 

5 =-UuUU-—UU-, 

CN EN ga 

VI. Paean VI is inscribed ‘ For the Delphians, to Pytho, and was composed 
for performance at the Theoxenia (ll. 61-2), one of the three principal festivals in 

the Delphic calendar. Like its predecessors this long ode has sustained con- 
siderable damage; three columns have disappeared entirely, two more are 

hopelessly mutilated, and another is very imperfect. Still even with these deduc- 

tions about half of the 183 lines are complete or easily restored. The first 

eighteen, after which there is a gap, belong to an extremely graceful exordium, the 

commencement of which was already familiar in a citation by Aristides, though 

its classification was a matter of doubt ; Schroeder puts it in the Prosodia. The 

body of the paean (ll. 74-120) is occupied with a sketch of the fate of Troy and 

the subsequent fortunes of Neoptolemus, including the passage, already partly 

known from a quotation, which offended the susceptibilities of the Aeginetans 
(cf. notes on ll. 117-9 and 123), and to which reference is made in the seventh 

Nemean. Pindar there repeats, in language very similar to that used in this 
paean, his version of the story of Neoptolemus’ death (cf. 1]. 104-20 with Mem. 

vii. 35-42), and protests that he had no intention of disparaging the Aeacid hero 

(Nem. vii. 64 sqq., 102 sqq.). The date of our paean is therefore prior to 

B.C. 461, the year of the victory which Mem. vii celebrates. From Neoptolemus 

the poet turns with characteristic suddenness to the praises of Aegina and the 
myth of the bride of Zeus whose name the island bore; and here the thread 

is lost. 

The poem contains three systems, of which the strophe consists of twenty-one 
and the epode of nineteen verses with logaoedic rhythm. 

Strophe Epode 
DNS END BING Sire ENA mg NN en De 

NIB a SSMS πολ ς- -ὸ 

-α νυ τος τα πον ̓ υυνυ-π-πυ νυν ππωῶωνπ-π-ο 
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πυ-πυπωυ-Ἑ} --πππυυ -- 

5πυυ-πυ-- - τὴν να mn me NS mmm 

υπυπ-πυυπωυ --- υ-υυ--ωὡοὠ-πυυ-πτυ 

υυωυυνυωυπ-ωυν -- -“Ὁπυ-πυυ-πτυωυυ 

υυυνωυ--τ-ὺυὺν - -΄,͵υ-.  υυ-υυ-πτυυ 

ππωου-π πυπυυ Ss -ωπ-πυυύυ -- 

του -ὥὕπυυπυ ---- ιΙιου-πττωυ-τινυ - 

υπυυπὸυ- 5 υ---͵ωυ-πτυυπυυύυ, 

-.,ηπὙυυυ-- πυυπ-πυυ -- -ῷ, -“,χυπυπυυπωυυξν-.-.- 
: ω -λυιυωυ-ττυυ-πῆπΠωυωυ --, -ωυυπυ - 5, 

Yuuv-vur-vy, —-W-vuv-y, 

ES SS) eT - 

υυυ--πυ-πίυυ-υ - —vu—-vvu-v#4 

υ-πυσυσπύπςπυυϑξ | -πωυωνυ-π -πυ-πτυυ -- 5 

υυυνυυπ-πωπωύυ -, υπυπύυ-πτιυυπ-π- που, 

υπυυνυς -“,πωυυ -- 

ΠΝ τ - ὧὐ-αὐὐὐ ὦ 

ΠΕ τὰ - ἰς,.- ἘΦ 

VII. Of the seventh paean the commencement is preserved ina mutilated 
condition, but after the eighteenth line the connexion is broken, and it is doubtful, 
as we have said, whether the fragments grouped under B belong to VII or 
to another poem or poems. In Fr. 16, where there are some complete lines 
at the bottom of a column, Pindar speaks of his art and describes himself 
as inspired to walk in the way of his predecessors, among whom he perhaps 

refers especially to Homer. Fr. 19, which may have followed close after, also 

has some well-preserved lines in the lower part of the second column, where the 
myth of Asteria the sister of Leto is related. The rest of A-B consists of small 

scattered fragments. 
VIII. At Fr. 82, the first of C, we again arrive at a connected passage 

of sixteen more or less complete consecutive verses which, whatever the relation 

of C-D to A-B, a question to be considered immediately, no doubt belonged to 

a poem different from any that have preceded. The first column of this fragment 

appears from the remains of the scholia to have contained a reference to the story 

of Erginus, who in revenge for the murder of his father exacted a tribute from 

Thebes and was eventually slain by Heracles. Before the beginning of the next 

column, however, a widely different subject has been reached. Troy is now the 
scene, where Cassandra, on the departure of Paris in quest of Helen, prophesies 
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the impending doom presaged by the well-known dream of Hecuba. The scheme 
of the lines is appended :— 

YU —--¥ uv l[-u 

NN NTI NTI λον στ 

ππωυυπ-πῳύυ -- 

-“-πππυνυυ--, 

—Y¥u--vul[-v-, 

υυξυυ-π-ίυ--πὸ -- 
Ξ 

(Ff τυ τὰ} - 

υυπυυ-υν-τ)υυ πὸ 

-ὡ-- ὗὖ -- --ἰ-- 

υπυ-π-πυυπίνυ 

υπτπυνυ -- [Ὁ 

νι De νον rm ΟΣ -- [σ ὦ -- 

πυ-πιτυυυ [υ - 

υυ--νυ--ὋῆΟ»ϑὐυ! 

Ἰπυυ --οἰν 

Most of the other fragments of C may well belong to the same poem. 

᾿Αλέξανδρος (Ὁ) is mentioned in Fr. 96; but the only other piece which has 
any complete lines is Fr. 84, which gives the beginning of a speech of a person 

whose identity is unknown. 
IX. D is more valuable, for in one small piece there is a coincidence with 

the well known Pindaric fragment on the occasion of an eclipse of the sun— 
’Axtis ἀελίου x.t.A.—and a practically complete column gives most of a subsequent 

strophe and antistrophe from the same ode, thus establishing the metre and 
therewith the text of the extant fragment. In the later section the poet passes 

to the subject of the Theban seer Tenerus, son of Apollo and the nymph Melia ; 

the poem was evidently written for Thebes. The strophe consists of ten logaoedic 

verses ; of the epode there is no clear trace beyond the one line already known. 

Strophe 

--π--ωοὐ--σὐ- υ --[υ Ξ| 

-,πωυ-πιυ-πιπυυποωἝ 

IT NO) “οὐ τ στ λον 

---Αωοῳοξξ-- υ-τυὺ 
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βυ-πιυυ-ιυυπ-πωυυύυ | 

ν-- υσυὐυ-υυ-ὸυ 5 

—Vvu—vuV=—vVU—UeY 

INI ma NEI NF omen RFS, 

=== 9 ---ς-- 

σου ον RS 

Epode 

I Na το Ne NS Na ed NN ees τ en 

Some of the minor fragments of D are no doubt also to be assigned to IX ; but 

the only pieces of any size, Frs. 129-31, containing parts of two consecutive 
columns, are proved by the metre to belong to a different ode. 

It remains to be considered whether the poems represented in C-D are 

to be ranked, as those in A (with which B is naturally connected) undoubtedly 
are, as paeans. External evidence is inconclusive, for though there is a change 
of scribe at C the continuity of the sections is in a measure preserved, as has 

been explained above, by the recto and part of the scholia, as well as by the 

similar height of the papyrus and the columns of writing. The contents of 

the fragments must therefore be the main guide; and here it must be admitted 
that in certain respects C-D appear to be peculiar. There is no sign in these 

sections of i) or παιάν ; and though the importance of this argument a@ silentio 

might easily be exaggerated, the fragments are sufficiently extensive to make the 

absence of those characteristic words remarkable. Secondly, it is curious to what 

an extent C-D are concerned with seers and soothsaying ; see Fr. 82 throughout, 

Fr. 84. 10 sqq., Fr. 128 (Tenerus), Fr. 131. 20-2, and Fr. 139. There is a refer- 
ence to an oracle in II. 73; but here such subjects almost monopolize the field. 
If however these poems are not paeans, what are they? Boeckh assigned the 
fragment on the eclipse of the sun to the Ὑπορχήματα on the strength of the 

passage prefacing the quotation in Dionys. Hal. de Demosth. dict. c. 7 ταῦτα 
(sc. certain passages from Plato’s Phaedrus) .. . εἰ λάβοι μέλη καὶ ῥυθμοὺς ὥσπερ οἱ 
διθύραμβοι καὶ τὰ ὑπορχήματα, τοῖς Πινδάρου ποιήμασιν ἐοικέναι δόξειεν ἂν τοῖς els τὸν 

ἥλιον εἰρημένοις, Hence Boeckh infers that the fragment must either come from 
a dithyramb or a hyporcheme, and that, since there is nothing Dionysiac in it, the 

latter must be the right category—a conclusion accepted by Schroeder. In 
favour of this classification may now be set the consideration that the paeans 

and hyporchemes were closely connected ; cf. Menander Rhet. de Encom. p. 27 
Tous μὲν yap (τῶν ὕμνων) εἰς ᾿Απόλλωνα παιᾶνας καὶ ὑπορχήματα νομίζομεν, τοὺς δὲ εἰς 

Διόνυσον διθυράμβους k.t.A. On the other hand Boeckh’s argument that the men- 
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tion by Dionysius of διθύραμβοι and ὑπορχήματα limits the choice to one or other 

of those classes is unconvincing. Since the fragment cannot be included in both 
it need not necessarily belong to either; if Dionysius meant to imply that 
it came from a hyporcheme why did he go out of his way to mention dithyrambs ? 

Boeckh further considers that the metre is well adapted to dancing, and therefore 
favours a hyporcheme; but this argument is counterbalanced by the apparent 

unsuitability of the predominant themes of C-D to an orchestic accompani- 
ment. There is moreover another class of Pindar’s works to which the paeans 

stood in close relation, and whose claims should be considered, namely the 

mpoodd.a,—witness the passage already cited (p. 11) from Proclus: καταχρηστικῶς 

δὲ καὶ τὰ προσόδια τινὲς παιᾶνας λέγουσιν. It is noticeable that the word πρ]οσόδι[ον 

is not improbably to be restored ina mutilated scholium in Fr. 108, though this 

of course no more justifies the inference that the odes were προσόδια than the 

occurrence of δαφνη φορικόν in Fr. 107 authorizes us to hold that they were δαφνη- 

φορικά. That references to the Theban δαφνηφορία should be found in both 

C and D (Frs. 107 and 129-31, notes) is not surprising if VIII as well as IX had 
a Theban setting; there is an allusion to the same festival in I, which is 

doubtless a paean. The δαφνηφορικά, like the παρθένεια of which they were 

a subdivision, were designed for a female chorus (cf. 659), of which there is 
no trace in these fragments, while the masculine participle in the gloss on IX. 36 

points in a contrary direction. 

On the whole, though it remains questionable whether a distinction should 

not be drawn between the contents of A~B and C-D, the evidence hardly seems 

A. Col. i (Fr. 1). 

mplvoduynpaynpaoga|...... Ἰολειν 

πριντισευθυμιαισκιαζετω 

νοημ᾽ ἀκοτονὲπ᾿ Ἱμέτραϊδων μέτριῳς 

δυναμινοικόθετον" 

5 [ηιηνθνοπαντελησενιαυτοσ 

ὥραϊ Ἰτεθεμίγονοι 

[- - - Πιπποναστυθηβασεπηλθον 

[δ ἢ «Ἰλωνιδαϊταφὶλὴσὶστέφανοναγοντεσ" 

[- νδελαωνγενεανδαρονερεπτοι 

το [. ἡΠφρονοσανθεσινευνομιασ' 
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sufficient ‘to justify their definite attribution to different classes, still less for 

determining how the second class should be named. 
Regret for the loss of so much of Pindar’s work is undoubtedly intensified by 

the discovery of this papyrus. In spite of their mutilated condition the new 
poems display merit of a very high order, though they may not rank among the 

best efforts of the poet’s genius. The long ode to Delphi (VI), in particular, is 

remarkably fine. Its extremely graceful exordium approaches the easier manner 

of the Oxyrhynchus Partheneion (659) ; but in general the style is more akin to 

that of the Epinicia, though, as V shows, the metrical structure of the Paeans 

was sometimes ‘not less simple than that of the Partheneia. Mythical themes 

are frequent, as they no doubt were in all Pindar’s poetry, and they would 
of course be prominent in compositions of this class; but the other points in 
Eustathius’ criticism quoted above (p. 11), that in comparison with the 

Epinician poems the rest of the poet’s work was inferior in common interest and 
in clearness, are not justified by what is now known of the Partheneia and the 

Paeans. 
In the reconstruction and elucidation of this papyrus we owe much to 

Prof. Blass, whose knowledge and ingenuity were perhaps never more con- 
spicuous than in dealing with fragments of lyric poetry. The commentary 

unfortunately could not have the benefit of his revision, but the proof-sheets have 

been submitted to Prof. J. B. Bury, te whom we are indebted for a number 

of valuable criticisms and suggestions. 

I. [OHBAIOIS}. 

πρὶν ὀδυνηρὰ γήραος σχεδὸν μ]ολεῖν 

πρίν τις εὐθυμίᾳ σκιαζέτω 

νόημ ἄκοτον ἐπί] μέτρα, ἰδὼν μετρίως. 

δύναμιν οἰκόθετον. 

5 [7 ἰῆ, νῦν ὁ παντελὴς ἐνιαυτὸς 

Ωρα[] τε Θεμίγονοι 

[φίληππον ἄστυ Θήβας ἐπῆλθον 

[ἀπόλἸλωνι δαῖτα φιλησιστέφανον ἄγοντες" 

[τὰν δὲ λαῶν γενεὰν δαρὸν ἐρέπτοι 

το [σώϊῴρονος ἄνθεσιν εὐνομίας. 
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.. « Ποσθρονιασαβδηρεχαλκοθωραξ θωρακοσ [ 
Ξ πατριου 

Ἴ "Ἰειδανοστεπαῖ αποσουταρχηνλαβωνοιοναπί 

.Jeviaovitovdehaw αποικοιγαρεισινοιαβδηριται 
δεστιτησιωνιασπολισηί 

. ἡρηνογᾳπί Ἰλλωναπάρταφρο τοποσεαῖ, 

Col. ii (Fr. 2, Col. i). 

Opposite 1]. 26-7. 

Ἰροισ 

J 

lv 

Col. iii (Fr. 2, Col. ii). 

[ 13 letters joo Gb - θαρρουσανω 
1 , ἱ ] θύ δο ΤΠ ν (J). [def 

x 61.Ἰαϊκιανγῖ. .Ἰαναμπελοί. .] 

σαντεκαιευκαρπον"μημοιμεγασερπωνΐ 

κἀμοιεξοπισωχρονοσεμπεδοσ' ελί 

νεόπολισειμιματροσ 

δεματέρ᾽ εμᾶσετεκονεμπᾶν τηντεκί 
ι περσωνηνι[ 

πολεμωιπυριπλάγει εκτισανοιαί 
εανενκαι; 

Χ σαν'"ειδετισαρκεωνφιλοισ , [ κ'τουσπολί 

θ ξ' δυναταιομί 
εχθροισιτραχυσυπαντιαζε Satoh 

μοχθοσησυχιανφερει ερρει 

καιρωικαταβαινων" ᾿ δυναταιομοχθοστί 

ϊηϊεπαιανϊηϊεπαιαν 
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II. [AB4HPITAIS}. 

στρ. a 1[Naidjos Opovias “ABSnpe χαλκοθώραξ Pdpakos [ 

2[ITocledavés τε παῖ, πατρίου. 

, Te , a ἀπὸ σοῦ τ(ὴν) ἀρχὴν λαβὼν οἷον an[o... 
Ὁ σέθ]εν Ιάονι τόνδε λαῷ ἄποικοι γάρ εἰσιν οἱ ᾿Αβδηρῖται [Τηΐων, Τέως 

[ 
[ 

“[παι]ᾶνα [διώξω δ᾽ ἐστὶ τὴς Ἰωνίας πόλις ἡ 

[4ή]ρηνον ᾿Απίὀλλωνα πάρ 7 ᾿Αφροϊδίταν vu Y τόπος ἐν ᾿Αἰβδήροις οὕτω καλού- 
μενος [ὅ]που [ 8 

Lines 6-20 lost = str. 6-11, antistr. 1.-. 

Fr, 2, Col. i, opposite Il. 26-7. 

᾿Αβδήϊροι: 
] 

\v 

wee I -- 

ANN me UY, 

me i= — vu—-—vuu— θαρροῦσαν wi... 
eee eo ele Vole] - [eit 

2u atwa [τάνδε] ναίω ΚΠ ΟΣ Gls ΘΗ 

25 3 Θ[ρ]αϊκίαν γίααν ἀμπελόϊεσ]σάν τε καὶ 

s εὔκαρπον: μή μοι μέγας ἕρπων 

sKdpor ἐξοπίσω χρόνος ἔμπεδος. AL 

ο νεόπολίς εἰμι: ματρὸς 

τ δὲ ματέρ᾽ ἐμᾶς ἔ(πιδγον ἔμπαν τὴν τεκζοῦσαν πόλιν... 
, 5 a Περσῶν jvifka... 

30 8 πολεμίῳ πυρὶ πλαγεῖ- ἔκτισαν οἱ ᾿Α[θηναῖοι Τέω. 
ἐὰν ἐν καιρῷ... ᾽ 2 3 2 

soav. εἰ δέ τις ἀρκέων φίλοις C(t) ue eeAl eines 
» “ ς ΄ δύναται ὁ μ[όχθος.... 

ay ἐχθροῖσι τραχὺς ἡπαν πιόζει εἰς τὸν λο[ιπὸν χρόνον... 
" μόχθος ἡσυχίαν φέρει ἔρρει. 

1 Καιρῷ καταβαίνων. δύναται ὁ μόχθος 1 
dyes ΄ dee Η͂ 

35 13 ἰῆιεἐ Tralav, (nle’ παιᾶαν 
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Col. iv (Fr. 3, Col. i). Plate II. 
[12 letters Jou 

᾿ [- .Jvaray . [.. Ἰρῳνῳφελειαηοαυχουσινητολῃμμα 

lie es Ἰχλκἄιδετειχοσανδρων καὶ θεῷ ομοιοντωιποτε 
ρονδικατειχοσυψιστονησκο 

[ ” ” Joe λιαισαπαταισ 

[ττ., Ἰραιμαρναμαιμαν 
40 [12 op |io: Sato. 

πε rs Ἰειδανεο[. .Jevor 

[5 4 Ἰτωνγαραντομενῶν 
epec Oat τονοηματί .]Ἰουτοενοισγαρδιαφερειν 

[ ἣν wy) \p ρ δοκουσινοιαντιπαλοικαταπολεμονταὺυ 
[12 ; ] . σελασ ταεκπονειναγαθασυποτιθεταινικὴσ 

ν ae ελπιδασ ηηιπποσευθετειπροστ᾽ ταν 
45 [τ I ” ]rexup ont τιπαλωνπαντοδαπηνεφοδονοιονεαντε 

= yi πεζευωσινεαντεμεθιππωνπαρα 
[ ” ” Ἰιμᾶν Her ore τυγχανωσιντρεψομεθααυτουσ 
[ ] τωιιππικωι 

{x 8 % Ἰαονασ' TOV ειηυβρισαιτουσεντηϊπολει 
στασιαζοντασδεκαιπολιτεί Ἰοντασ 

[ ] πολλωιμαλλοντουσεπηλυδασεπιτιθε 

πο το" JourddevBou ἀνηοξεοσ 

Col. v (Fr. 3, Col. ii). Plate II. 
λιαιτεκαιᾳΐ. .]oe 

ole 

εἐγκειμενο[.Ἰαειθαλλειμᾶλα ae 

καισε.Ἴδιαι[«Ἰκαιτομεν διδοτω 

θεοσὶ. .7εχθ].Ἰανοησαισ 

55 ηδηφθονοσοιχεται ovovouKertB[...... Ἰσφθονεισθαι 
: τ' γονεωνημί. . . Ἰοθαγοντωγαλλου 

τωνπαλαιπροθανοντων" δεκαιανδρί, 1ασεθανονγαρ 

χρηδανδρατοκευσιφερειν Seaf..... ἸθλτἸανδρειασενμογησαι 
βαθύδοξοναισαν" πο: Ἰυσιν[Γ.. .7πρ|.Ἰστουμελ 

.. . Πνταπολεμουσειγενοιντο 

τοισυνπολεμωικτησαμί. . «. 

60 χθοναπολυδωρονολί ] 
"y: ap* Ξ 

ενκατεθηκανπέραναϊ ] 

παιονωναιχματᾶν. - eevee eee ee σ 

ζαθεαστροφοῦ'αλλᾶϊ. BPs κοῖς πΛΑ τ" 1] - L-Jpl. ναθωεκβληθεντεσ 
ΝᾺ οιενοικοί Ἰντί Ἰσεπηλθον 

εἐπεπεσεμοιρατλάντί.]ν puvoupl. . . Ἰυσεκβαλον 

65 0 ἐπειταθεοισυνετελεσσαί. Be fib gees οἱ. 
σπυπομεινανΐ i} 
οιθεοιτελοῖ J 
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X ua , 

u [de ἘΠΙΤΤΡΤΕ λείπΊοι. [δύναται ἣ τ(ῶν) [ἀνδ]ρῶν ὠφέλεια ἢ ὃ αὐχοῦσιν ἢ τὸ λῆμμα. 

στρ. B1[—- uv --οὖ --Ἰ ἀλκᾷ δὲ τεῖχος ἀνδρῶν (ἀλτγκαι Θέω(ν)" ὅμοιον τῷ ’πότε- 
: 3 0 pov δίκᾳ τεῖχος ὕψιστον ἢ σκο- 

«[ὕψιστον ἵστατΊαι λιαῖς ἀπάταις, 

συ -- υἹρᾶ: μάρναμαι μὰν 
’, =? 

40 4 [- -vy daols: Sators. 

ε[- -- -Ἃ9ο ΠοσἸ]ειδάνιοῖν ylévos [ἵππων ὦ ¥ 

ετῶν γὰρ ἀντομένων 

1 [- wu υ] φέρεσθαι τὸ νόημα τ[ο]ιοοῦτο᾽ ἐν οἷς γὰρ διαφέρειν 
[ δοκοῦσιν οἱ ἀντίπαλοι κατὰ πόλεμον ταῦ- 

τα ἐκπονεῖν ἀγαθὰς ὑποτίθεται νίκης 
ἐλπίδας. ἢ ἣ ἵππος εὐθετεῖ πρὸς τ(ὴν) τ(ῶν) ἀν- 

πυυ -Ἱ σέλας 
4 

45 9 [= re πο]τικύρ on τιπάλων παντοδαπὴν ἔφοδον, οἷον ἐάν τε 
’ 

τὰ 2 > 

ἄς = over. πεζεύωσιν ἐάν τε μεθ᾽ ἵππων παρα- 
"Ἢ [ is vl πολλοῦ Ἰφϑονεῖ τυγχάνωσιν τρεψόμεθα αὐτοὺς 
11 [- υπὺυπ- -| τῷ ἱππικῷ. 

ἀντ. β΄. [-υὐπύυ-Ξ -ὀυ λ]αὸν ἀστῶν εἴη ὑβρίσαι τοὺς ἐν τῇ πόλει 
ἘΣ στασιάζοντας δὲ καὶ πολιτε[ύ]οντας 

3 ls τ τ αλδὸς -| πολλῷ μᾶλλον τοὺς ἐπήλυδας ἐπιτίθε(σθαι) 

50 8 [- yvuu-yv uot: τὸ δ᾽ εὐβου- Gy ieee. 

«λίᾳ τε Kai αἰ[ἰδ]οῖ 

5 ἐγκείμενον] αἰεὶ θάλλει μαλακαῖς εἰὐ]δίαι[ς] ἀεί. 

skal τὸ μὲν διδότω 

τ θεός: [ὁ δὴ ἐχθ|ρ]ὰ νοήσαις 

55 8 ἤδη φθόνος οἴχεται οἷον οὐκέτι δ[εῖ ἣμᾶ]ς φθονεῖσθαι 
᾿Ξ 5 n τ(ῶν) γονέων ἡμ[ῶν τ(ῶν) πρ]οθανόντων ἀλλ᾽ ov- 

. τῶν πάλαι προθανόντων" δὲ καὶ ἀνδρ[εί]ας᾽ ἔθανον γάρ. 
x vy ~ 2 10 δ᾽ ἄνδρα τοκεῦσι(νν) φέρειν 

XP" 3 ὃς ( ) Hep δεῖ [rots d]OA(ois) τῆ(ς) ἀνδρείας ἐμμογῆσαι 
11 βαθύδοξον αἰσαν. ἰσνμφέροιυσιν πρίὸ]ς τοὺ(ς) μέλ- 

, ͵ Sens Ζ΄ 2 olvra(s) πολέμους εἰ γένοιντο. 
ἔπ. β' ιτοὶ σὺν πολέμῳ κτησάμενοι 

60 2 χθόνα πολύδωρον, ὄλ[βον 
Ὕ ᾿Αρ(ίσταρχος 3). ᾿ 

’ 

5 ἐνκατέθηκαν πέραν ἀϊγρίων] Παιόνων 

« αἰχματᾶν [τε Σ΄ τρυμονίας ya]s 
. (ζαθέας τροφοῦ: ἄλλα [δ᾽ ἄγοισά τοι (9) ὑ]π[ὲ]ρ τὸϊν ἔΑθω ἐκβληθέντες 

οἱ ἐνοικο[Ὁ]ντίε]ς ἐπῆλθον 
6 ἐπέπεσε μοῖρα" τλάντ[ ωἹ]ν (ἀγμυνούμίενοι το]ὺς ἐκβαλόν- 

ὶ ἐ ᾿ 
6510 ἔπειτα θεοὶ συνετέλεσσαϊν. ...1. ἦτ εὐ Π τσ αν 

ὑπομεινάνίτων 
οἱ θεοὶ τελο[ῦσιν. 1 



30 

70 

8ο 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

Col. vi (Fr. 3, Col. iii). 

οδεκαλοντιπονη.Ἰαισ 

εναγοριαισι[ν Πφλεγει: 

κεινοισδυπερτατονηλθεφεγγοσ 

ανταδὶ Ἰσμενεωνμελαμ 

φυλλουπροπαροιθεν" ποποσυεναβδηροίν 
e 

ιηιεπαιανιηιεπαιαν BL. αμφυλλον 

δεμηποτελειποι: 

[λλαμινποταμωισχεδονμολονταφυρσει 7 .[ 
= o.| 

βαιοῖσσυνεντεσιν δυναταιφυρσειαποκτενει[ 
ἘΣ οημετεροσστρατοστίγονεΐ 

πὸτιπολυνστρατον' ἔνδεμηνοσ ἐνδε 

πρωτοντυχεναμαρ' 

ἄγγελλεδεφοινικόπεζξαλό “ ὀ προελεγεντὶμελλί 
nee τοισημετέροισ 

γονπαρθενοσευμενησέκάτα 

τονεθελονταγενεσθαι" ἄονηθελενγενεσθα[ 

[Ἰυνδαυγ[.Ἰυκυμαχανων 

Col. vii lost. 

Col. viii (Fr. 4, Col. i). 

. Πεκαλεοντιμολπᾶι 

.. . .avevodpovapgiterrap 

. -jatore. .Jarouynracbapad. . (Ἴων 

.|kom . [. «Ἰσϊσταμεναίχορον 

. ἠκελαδί. . Ἰτιγλυκυναυδαῖ 

- Jovrepof...... 1΄. εσί.]  FexSqv 

. Ἰυκλεαί. « «. ee Ἰνχαί.]ιν 

. «+ ἥηρεκαιστί. .. Πιπποχάρμαν 

105 [... ιαιπολεί.Ἰωιτελευῖ 1 ουτοσκαιοί 

ΕΞ «]Ἱωιπροβι[.Ἰαζοισ' ισωστηινι 

ΞσΖχι-- Ἰηιεπαιαν 

[ 
[ 
[ 
[- 

100 [... ποδαπί. .]Oevorxad 

[ 
[ 
[ 
[ 
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8. ὁ δὲ καλόν τι πονή[σ]αις 

» εὐαγορίαισιν φλέγει" 

10 Κείνοις δ’ ὑπέρτατον ἦλθε φέγγος 

ι ἄντα δυσμενέων Μελαμ- 

70 φύλλου προπάροιθεν. τόπος οὗ(τοΞ) ἐν ᾿Αβδήροις 

13 inte παιάν, inte: παιὰν Μ|ελ]άμφυλλον. 

14 δὲ μήποτε λείποι. 

στρ. γ᾽ ι[ἀϊλλά μιν ποταμῷ σχεδὸν μολόντα φύρσει τὴ 
a \ ya 

2 Batois σὺν ἔντεσιν *A(proropév(ns?) 
‘ A , a Ν Ν 

5 3 moti πολὺν στρατόν: ἐν δὲ μηνὸς 

«πρῶτον τύχεν ἄμαρ' 

υ ἄγγελλε δὲ φοινικόπεζφα λόγον παρθένος 

ο εὐμενὴς ‘Exdra 

ττὸν ἐθέλοντα γενέσθαι: ἀν(τὶ τοῦ) 

80 ε[σ]ὺν δ᾽ αὖ γ[λ]υκυμαχάνων 

δύναται φύρσει ἀποκτενεῖ [ 
ὁ ἡμέτερος στρατὸς τ(ῶν) γονέϊων 

ἕν δέ. 

προέλεγεν τ(ὴν) μέλλίουσαν μάχην ἢ 
τοῖς ἡμετέροις. 

ὃν ἤθελεν γενέσθαι. 

Lines 81-95 lost = str. 9-11, antistr. I-11, ep. 1. 

ἐπ. γ΄ :[.]εὲ καλέοντι μολπαὶ 

s[ITivdo ἀν᾽ εὔοδμον ἀμφί τε Παρϊ[νασσΊ ίαις 

sm€rplas ὑψηλαῖς θαμὰ 4ελφ]ῶν 

ὁ [ἑλκώπι[δε]ς ἱστάμεναι χορὸν 

100 εἰταχύϊποδα πίαρ]θένοι χαλ- 

«[κέᾳ] κελαδ᾽ εῦν]τι γλυκὺν αὐδᾷ 

ε [νόμ]ον: ἐμοῖδ δὲ ἑκὼ]ν ἐσ- 

o [Ady εἸἰὐκλέα [κραίνων χάριν, 

10 [4βδΊηρε, καὶ στρατὸν] ἱπποχάρμαν 

[ tos 11 [--ἰ|ῷ πολέϊμ]ῳ τελευ- 

: [ταΐϊῳ προβι[βἸάζοις. 

1s [ἰήϊε παιάν, ἤήϊε: παιὰν 

14 [δὲ μήποτε λεῖϊποι. 

τ(ὴν) ὠδήν. 

οὗτος καὶ of 

ἴσως τῇ νί[κῃ. 
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σ.ς.χΟ-.- 7. ναγλαο 

τ  -:-- Ἰναιχαριτεῖ.] 

Fragment of Col. vii (?). 

Fr. 5. 

] 
Ἰολεῖ.] 
7ται 

| 
lov 

5. λαβδῖ 

] 

Col. ix (Fr. 4, Col. ii). 

Mi 
tee. [. . Jog] 

αγλαϊᾶντὶ 

ματέρί 
ναονοΐ 

καιθυοεῖ 

βωμον Ϊ 

οκτωκί 

υψοθεν Ϊ 

αοιδᾶισενεὺπλεῖ 

γαρυΐϊ τί Ἰνδεχρυσοῖ 

ὡριονποτιχρονονΐ 
θ 

θεασ[[τε]]ελικαμπυκί 

ελαυν[.Ἰισαναμβροτί 

φαεννοσαιθηρ' 

5 columns lost. 

Col. xv (Fr. 6). 

Ἰνσθενοσιερᾶν 
"ὦ: 

Ἰέοπ᾽ αυλονομῴαν 
Ἰλ οσ [-ιλουμοριαυπεργαναειτωιπυῖ 

ὃ λαμπειεξουτααγαθασημ 
Ἰθνοντων ᾿ ηαναδοσιστουκαπνου 
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jov 

5 1}. ̓ Αβδίηρ 

11. 

τ eae 7. ν ἀγλαο- 

te. [. .Jog] 

5 ἀγλαϊᾶν τί 

parépl 
ναὸν of 

καὶ θυόεῖντα 

βωμὸν [ 

το ὀκτὼ κί 

ὑψόθεν [ 

ἀοιδαῖς ἐν εὐπλεϊκέσι φωνᾷ μελι- 

γάρυι͵ τὴν δὲ χρυσοῖ 

ὥριον ποτὶ χρόνον 

180. θεᾶς θ᾽ ἑλικάμπυκίος Σελάνας, ἁνίκα (?) 

ἐλαύνεις dv’ ἄμβροτον κέλευθον, ἀμφὶ δὲ λάμπει (?) 
φαεννὸς αἰθήρ. 

Lines 18-92 lost. 

Ἰν σθένος ἱερὰν 

χαλκἸέοπ᾽ αὐλῶν ὀμφὰν 

95 Pas eo Ee Ἐρτον ene ayes Sonia. 
1 θυόντων ἣἡ ἀνάδοσις τοῦ καπνοῦ. 

D 
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yj. to 7 
J8o[-Jexopov 

] 

Ἰαρτεμιν" 

Ἰυσομαι 

Ἰοσαυδαν" 

Ἰαικωνεδνώσεται' σατο & υμνηθηῖ 
.π. 

7. δενεωνδυνατωτερον" 

Col. xvi (Fr. 7, Col. i). 

es ASR fen a akaratracavodov 

ae co ORC Ἰσυχιανκεωι 

i@ |lbovooconnse Ἰαλλεται" 

τον Ἰνχρονονορνῦύει 

τ - Ἰδαλοναγὰκλεα 

σ--- Ἰχαρισι-κάρθαι MON. - -..-- Ἱμιατησπενταπολεωστησί. «| 

ΠΡ" et eee ees Gene 

[del logeurecticnes cia, cee Ἰνινβαβυλωνοσαμειψομαι" 

fo Bo po we ἡ δοιὰ Ἰέχεινπεδιων: [1 letters]... ao. . μῃτιθεσθαι 

τὸν Ἰοιθεων Oe ον 

rehs pelacopenate ἀκ κα Ἰνιχθυσιν" 

Col. xvii (Fr. 7, Col. ii). 

ητοικαιεγωσῖ. . ελονναιωνδιαΐ 

γινωσκομαιμεναρεταισαέθλων 

ελλανίσιν᾽ γινωσκ[ .Ἵμα.]δεκαι 
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100 Ὶν»" - Τῇ" 

Ἰδο[τ]ε χορὸν 

] 

IV. [ΚΕΙΟΙΣ ΕΙΣ AHAON}. 

[v SJ I A) υ] Ἄρτεμιν" 

“[- πῷ -- -- υ υἹύσομαι 

[- ΞΞ ὅσ" τῷ -οῦ τ υ͵]ος αὐδάν" 

υυω- -ου γυν]αικῶν ἑδνώσεται: -σατο. ἀν(τὶ τοῦ) ὑμνηθή[σεται. [ 
5 [ὑ-ὖὄ - -- - -Ἰ. δ᾽ ἐπέων δυνατώτερον" 

A ~ « δ 

κατὰ πᾶσαν ὁδὸν ty ς ig ἃ 

ἡσυχίαν Κέῳ 

Ξ 
ἘΣ 
— uy βἸ]άλλεται: 

va 3 4 

—uv-—|y χρόνον ὀρνύει 

° FG aT als Ge Gan Ὁ 7G ΟΣ 5 πο τς (on wl ice 

8. τ a g, 

es 

ς ς 

πὺ -Ἱ Δᾶλον ἀγακλέα a[u 

sfuU-uU- σὺν] Χάρισι: Καρθαι- πόλ[ις αὕτη] μία τῆς πενταπόλεως τῆς [Ké(o).] 

s[a μὲν ἀλαθέως ἐλαἸχύνωτον στέρνον χθονός, 

15 εἰὅμως γε μὰν οὔτοι] νιν Βαβυλῶνος ἀμείψομαι:" 

εἶπππυυ - υἹέχειν πεδίων"  [ 7. «-αισ.. μὴ τίθεσθαι 
σ᾿ [ Je πεδίων ἐπὶ τῶν νήσων 

τυ πῷὼ -- --΄ὖ υ]οι: θεῶν [ 

τυ YY —| 
s[—- vu -- ξ---οὦ Ulpn: 

— vu vp ἰχθύσιν' N re) & ς Ι ίς ς 

A Se) ἐπ. αὐ 17 τοι καὶ ἐγὼ σ[κόπ]ελον ναίων δια- 
4 ἈΝ 3 ~ 3. 5 γιγνώσκομαι μὲν ἀρεταῖς ἀέθλων 

5 Ελλανίσιν' γιγνώσκ[οἹμα[ἢ δὲ καὶ 

D2 
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μοϊσανπαρεχαϊ.Ἰαλισ 

25. [{ικάιτιδια. . .Jovapol. «Ἰαφερει 

βιοδωροναμαχανιασακοσ' δωρηματωιβιωι 

ἀνιππόσειμικαιβουνομιασαδαεστεροσ Fr. 8, Col. i. 

x αλλύγεμελάμποσουκηθελεν eee Jw .. [11 letters]. of... J. []. 
[ 26 letters Ἰεμί. - 

λιπωνπατρί.Ἰδαμοῖ. .Jpxe. -Japyer | peak Ἰάργουσ 

30 θεμενοσοι[ Ἰνοπολονγερασ 

ΞΖ  ininoiera{.... > ηϊηωϊεπαΐ. Ϊ 

= TodeotKko be. jacTuKal 

καισυνγέν εἰ avdpig| 

στερξαι"ματΐί. «Ἰωνδεῖ 

35 Ὁ ἐκασεοντων' λογοΐ.. .] . κτοσευξανΐ 

εἐπαινεσᾳΐ. . . ωνμαιομενωνόσανα 

Col. xviii (Fr. 8, Col. ii). 

αὑταρχεῖν"πολίωνδ᾽ εκατὸνπεδεχει[ 

μεροσεβδομονπασιφ.Ἶασυι καινωσί 
i TA metol..+ .].. [eb .[ 

[. -Jourepacd covet 

40 πενσφιν'τρεωτοιπολεμον 

45 

5° 

StocevvocavTeBap|.|KTUToV 

x χθονατόιποτεκαιστρατονάθροον 

πεμψανκεραυνωιτριοδοντιτε 

εστονβαθυνταρταρονεμανμα 

τεραλιποντεσκαιολονοικονευερκέα" 
“τ᾿ 

επειταπλουτουπειρῶνμακαρωνεπιχώριον 

τεθμονπ|.Ἱμπανερῆμοναπωσαμενοσ 

μεγαναλλοθικλαρονεχώ.λϊ av 

μοί. . Ἰσεμπεδονει 

ηκενεαφρηνκυπαρισ τηνκρητηνεπειπολλαιεκει 
; nN “Ὁ παρισσοιγινονται 

> σον᾿εαδενὸμονπεριδαΐον 

Col. xix (Fr. 9, Col. i). 

Ἰδοταιθαῖ 
6 

] λαχοῖ 
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4 μοῖσαν παρέχαν] ἅλις" 

5% Kal τι Διω[νύσ]ου ἄροϊυρ]α φέρει 

s βιόδωρον ἀμαχανίας ἄκος. δώρημα τῷ βίῳ. 

τ ἀἄνιππός εἰμι καὶ βουνομίας ἀδαέστερος" 

ε ἀλλ᾽ ὅ γε Μέλαμπος οὐκ ἤθελεν (aes Jw... [11 letters]. τί... .J. 
26 letters Jep[. - 

"λιπὼν tarplijda polvalpxeliv] Ἄργει ] “Apyous ” ” 

10 θέμενος οἰϊω]νοπόλον γέρας. 
ΩΣ I“ B 2 4 

τι [ἢ th ὦ ἰεπα[ιάν. 

στρ. β΄ 176 δὲ οἴκοθεϊν] ἄστυ Kali ἅλικες 

40 

ἀντ. β΄ 

45 

50 

53 2[00 πενθέων δ' ἔλαχον, οὐ στασίων. ΠΝ 

2 Καὶ ovyyéver ἀνδρὶ φίλ᾽ ὥστε καὶ 

8 στέρξαι: ματ[αἴωων δὲ [μάκαρ ἀνδρῶν 

« ἑκὰς ἐόντων λόγοϊν ἄνακτος Εἰὐξανϊτίου 
5 ΄ ) ε , ΄ a ᾽ ΄ 

5 ἐπαίνεσ᾽, alAiklov μαιομένων ὃς avaliveto 

ο αὐταρχεῖν, πολίων δ᾽ ἑκατὸν πεδέχει[ν 

7 μέρος ἕβδομον Πασιφ[ά]ας vilot} καινωσί 
> ΕΝ Ξ met οἷ... ..7...{[|Φ. [ 

8 σι(ν)" τέρας δ' ἐὸν εἴς 
4 ft La 

σπέν opi’ τρέω ToL πόλεμον 

10 Διὸς ᾿Εννοσίδαν τε βαρ[ύ]κτυπον. 
, » ‘ x £ ᾽ τ χθόνα τοί ποτε καὶ στρατὸν ἁθρόον 

a Lol , » «πέμψαν κεραυνῷ τριόδοντί τε 

8 ἐς τὸν βαθὺν Τάρταρον, ἐμὰν μα- 
Zz , Nia of > > 2 

«τέρα λιπόντες Kal ὅλον οἶκον εὐερκέα': 

5 ἔπειτα πλούτου πειρῶν μακάρων τ᾽ ἐπιχώριον 

6 τεθμὸν π[άϊμπαν ἐρῆμον ἀπωσάμενος 

τ μέγαν ἄλλοθι κλᾶρον ἔχω: λίαν 

a pot [πῶ]ς ἔμπεδον ei- 

97 KEV ; ἔα φρὴν κυπάρισ- τὴν Κρήτην ἐπεὶ πολλαὶ ἐκεῖ [κυ- 
" \ 5 ps πάρισσοι γίγνονται. 

10 σον, ἔα δὲ νομὸν περιδάϊον. 

ἐπ. β΄ «ἐμοὶ δ᾽ ὀλίγον δέδοται, θάμνος δρυός" δέ]δοται θάμϊνος 
θ 

37 

LJ. 
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4 lines lost. 

Ζ 7 
58 Ἱπέρι ξ κεδγονηρω 

1 

60 Ἰστωνευξαντιουπαί. . .] . τηνκεον 

Ἰθικησαν κεαρ.[.. -] 
Fr, Io. Porxopac υιϑ τηλί. .]. dovert[ 

[-1ηἴ1 The rest blank. 

ιἢϊεδὶ 

Col. xx (Fr. 9, Col. ii). 

a AL 
Perel — 

1 1 
τί 

A ate gn 
dadl 

Se F oat 
Ε 

Col. xxi (Fr. 11, Col: i). 

|e ερίπναις 

11 lines lost. 

Jac 

] 
35 Ἰαποαθηναιων 
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Lines 54-7 lost=ep. 3-6. 

τυπυπυππυυπυῃυ -] πέρι Ζη(νόδοτοΞ) κεδνὸν ἥρω᾽. 

sfR- Vu UV - YU -- VY =] 

60 9 [v τι Gy at eee τινὲς τῶν Εἰὐξαντίου παζίδω]ν τὴν Κέον 

κατ]ῴκησαν. κεαρ. ᾿ all 
ἰυυυππυυπυ - ἀ ν(τὶ τοῦ 1) οἴχομαι. υἱὸ(9) TA. .] . ο( ) Overt 

π [5 ἰῆ [ὦ ἰεπαιάν. 

V. [ΕἸΣ ΔΗΛΟΝ.. 
atp.a@ inte Δ[άλι "Απολλον' 

3 lines lost. 

τοὺ 
οσίτσωπωυυπ--π 

στρ. β΄ 1 ἤήϊε Addt “Arroddov: 

σσίπυπππυωπυυ-- 

Ιο «κ- υύπυυ-- 

s[- vu —- vv - 

ἐλίτυυπυυ --ὸ 

στρ. γ΄ 1 ἤήϊε Δάλι᾽ "ἀπολλον᾽ 

«ττυυπυυ--Ἁ 

τ πω. ἀν) 
«ἄπίσυ-πυυ - 

s dally y- uu 

εσὺν duvu-vu-- 

στρ. δ΄ ι[Πήϊε 4[ἀλί Ἄπολλον' 

20 “τυύυύπυὺυ - - 

sf-v ---vu-vu--ts ἐρίπναις. 

Lines 22-32 = str. δ' 4-6, str. ε΄ 1-6, str. ς΄ 1--2. 

στρ. ς΄ s[-u---vuu-vv-le 

4 [- JOE fe OO - -- J 
3θείπυυ-πωυ Εὔ. 7 ἀπὸ ᾿Αθηναίων 

1. 
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Col. xxii (Fr. 11, Col. ii). 
ur a 

βοιανελονκαιένασσαν" 

ιηϊεδαλιαπολλον 
Ν U4 UI ἐν καισποραδασφὲρεμήλουσ πολυμιαιλουσ 

εκτισαννασουσ'ερικυδέατ᾽ EDX OV 

40 δαλονεπεισφιναπολλων 

δωκενοχρυσοκομασ 

αστεριασδεμασοικειν" 

ιηιεδαλιαπολλον 

Χ λατοοσένθάμεπαιδεσ 
Έ πανδωρουερεχ 

45 ευμενεϊδεξασθενοωιθεραποντα αἰκλον 

υμετερονκελαδεννᾶι 

συνμὲλιγαρυϊπαι 

Ξ ἄνοσαγακλεοσομφᾶϊ: .[..].[.. lot poye 

“HI προσολυμπιουδιοσσεχρυΐ. .]α 

δελφοισ κλυτομαντιπυθοι 
εἰσπυθω i 

λισσομαιχαρίτεσ 

Col. xxiii (Fr. 11, Col. iii). 

σιτεκαισυναφροδίται 

5 ενζαθεωιμεδεξαιχρονωι 
ω 

x αοιδιμ'ονπιεριδωνπροφαταν'" 
Vv 

LX υδατιγαρεπιχαλκοπυλῶωι ἐπειδιαχαλκωνλεοντῳγχαὶ. 
A “ ra τιωνρειεισαυτοκηφισοσί 

ψοφοναϊωνκαστα μὰν τονεπιτωιχαλκοπυλωϊ «Ἴδατι Ἢ Ἢ 
ορφανονανδρωνχορέυσιοσηλθον ψοφον 

Ln 
νυ 2 10 Χ ἐταισαμαχανιανᾳα Ἰέξων αεξων 

τεοισινεμαιστετιμί .Ἶισ' κατακοιν.]υεμαιστιελεξενμεντιναδη 
λονοτιεντιμοσὼ 

ἡτοριδεφιλωιπαισἄτεματερικεδνᾶι 

πειθομενοσκατεβανστεφανων 

καιθαλιᾶντρδφοναλσοσα κλυτοναλσοσ 

18 πολλωνοσ.τοθιλατοΐδᾶν 

Plate I. 
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“ οὐ wv 

ὁ βοιαν ἕλον καὶ &vaccay: 

στρ. ζ΄ 1inie Add "Δπολλον'" 

5 Καὶ σποράδας φερεμήλους πολυμάλους (-μήλου:). 
> 

8 ἔκτισαν νάσους ἐρικυδέα T ἔσχον 

40 4 Addov, ἐπεί σφιν ‘Arrow 

5 δῶκεν 6 χρυσοκόμας 
᾽ 4 tA > ~ 

s Aatepias δέμας οἰκεῖν" 

στρ. ἡ 1 inte Adde “AmodXov: 

2 Ματόος ἔνθα pe παῖδες 
Πανδώρου ᾿Ερεχ(θέοΞ) Ε om , ΄ iA 45 5 εὐμενεῖ δέξασθε νόῳ θεράποντα ees 

4“ ὑμέτερον κελαδεννᾷ 

ὁ σὺν μελιγάρυι παι- 

6 ἄνος ἀγακλέος ὀμφᾷ. -L.].[.. 1στιρονι 

VI. ΔΈΛΦΟΙΣ ΕΙΣ ΠΥΘΩ. 

στρ. αὐ ι Πρὸς ᾿Ολυμπίου Διός σε, χρυ[σέ]α 

2 κλυτόμαντι Πυθοῖ, 

8 λίσσομαι Χαρίτεσ- 

~ ailv) τε Kai σὺν ‘Adpodira, 

5 ἐν (abewm pe δέξαι χρόνῳ 

ἀοιδίμων Πιερίδων προφάταν. 

a vO up ἐπὶ λ “λ ΣΕ es A , 
ατι γὰρ ἐπι χαλκοπύῦλῳ ἐπεὶ διὰ χαλκῶν λεόντων xalopa- 

τίων ῥεῖ eis αὐτ(ὴν) ὁ Κηφισός. 
τὸν ἐπὶ τῷ χαλκοπύλῳ [ὕ]δατι 

ψόφον ἀΐων Κασταλίας 

ο ὀρφανὸν ἀνδρῶν χορεύσιος ἦλθον ψόφον. 

4 > ’ lel, 

IO ἔταις ἀμαχανίαν ἀϊλἸέξων ἀέξων. 

11 Τεοῖσιν ἐμαῖς TE Ttulalis: κατὰ κοιν[ο]ῦ ἐμαῖς τιμ(αϊῖς), ἔλεξεν pevr(or) ἵνα δη- 
λονότι ἔντιμος ὦ. 

ἤτορι δὲ φίλῳ παῖς ἅτε ματέρι κεδνᾷ 

- [ πειθόμενος κατέβαν στεφάνων 

καὶ θαλιᾶν τροφὸν ἄλσος ᾿4- κλυτὸν ἄλσος. - ~ 

15 πόλλωνος, 7661 Λατοΐδαν 
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θαμιναδελφωνκοραιχθονοσομῴφαλον 

παρασκιοενταμελπί. μενα 1 

ποδικροτεῖϊ. - . e+ eee ie Ih ] 

Col. xxiv lost. 

(Line 30 had a cross in the left margin.) 

Col. xxv (Fr. 12, Col. i). 

Opposite ll. 52-3. Opposite ll. 58-9. Opposite 1. 62. 
Ἰτασθεασ lv 

7. εἰσαπαν Ἴρονωι Ἴσχον 

Ἰσθεασεποσ Jayy 
] 

50 καιποθεναθανΐ.. ...... Ἰρξατοῖ 

x ταυταθεοισι[.]εν 

ε 

x πιθεινσοφου Ἰδυνατονΐ.]" ml 

βροτοισιδαμαχανοΐ. . «Ἰρεμεν 

αλλαπαρθενοιγαρισον.Ἱμοῖ.͵σα 

55 . παντακεΐ. . νεφεῖσυν |." Jena 

πατριμναμοσῖ. .Ἰαιτε 

τουτονεσχετΐ. . - . MOV 

KAdTéevov-Epal. . «Ἰδεμοί.] 
Cal. lov «fone de 

> γλωσσαμελιτοσαωτονγλυκυνΐ 1 ἄαωτου 

ὅο αγωναλοξιαικαταβαντ' evpur| 

1 ενθεῶνξενιαι" 
8--- 
 θδεταιγαραγλαᾶσὑύπερπανελ ἔξ θυ 7. [Ὁ 7ητ΄. τηνελλαδα 

λαδοσἄντεδελφων ee .5.. 
A θι. οσευξατ aN oe is eee Ϊ .» ]εκαστί. Ἰνετουσ 

Col. xxvii (Fr. 12, Col. iii, with Fr. 13). 

65 μουσὶ 

evo, 

φιλεῖ 

κρονΐ 
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τ. θαμινὰ Aedgpav κόραι χθονὸς ὀμφαλὸν 
DS , if ι παρὰ σκιόεντα μελπίόμεναι 

13 ποδὶ κροτέοϊντι γᾶν 

Lines 19-49 lost 

θοῷ] 
= str. 109-21, antistr. 1-21, ep. 1-7. 

Scholia on Col. xxv. 

1 τὰς θεὰς 

1. εἰς ἅπαν 

τὰ]ς θεὰς ἔπος 

Ἵν ἔσχον 

5. Ἴρονῳ 
νη 

50 ἐπ. a skal πόθεν ἀθανίατ -- ὁ ὁ ἀϊρξατο. 

55 

60 

στρ. β΄ 

65 

υταῦτα θεοῖσι [μ]ὲν 
ε 

10 πιθεῖν σοφοὺς] δυνατόν, πι[θεῖν, 

u βροτοῖσι(νν δ᾽ ἀμάχανοϊν εὑἹ]ρέμεν' 

1 ἀλλὰ παρθένοι γὰρ i σον (γε νχέϊ]μο[ι]σαι 

1s πάντα κεϊλαι]νεφεῖ σὺν [Ζ]η(νόδοτος) [κἸελα[ινεφέϊ, 

" πατρὶ Μναμοσίύν]ᾳ τε 

1s τοῦτον ἔσχετε τεθ]μόν, 

1s Κλῦτέ νυν" ἔραϊται] δέ μο[ι] Ζ(ηνόδοτος) ἀζωτΊον .[.... +] 

1 γλῶσσα μέλιτος ἄωτον γλυκὺν [προχέειν εἰς] ἀν(σὺ τοῦ) ἀώτον; 
1. ἀγῶνα Δοξία{.} καταβάντ' εὐρὺν 

: ἐν θεῶν ξενίᾳ. 

1 θύεται γὰρ ἀγλαᾶς ὑπὲρ Πανελ- ἀ κλυ νον 1. -. Jnr. τὴν Ἑλλάδα 

"λάδος ἅντε Δελφῶν ΤῊΝ τ εν ee : ἼΩΝ Δ 11] ΠΝ 
; ἔθ[ν]ος E ὔξατο Xe [rod viv?..... Ϊ .] ἑκάστίο]υ ἔτους 

4 μοῦ σίσπυπυ-- 

εευδίωυ -οᾷὧοο - --ὸῷὧἬ - 

οεφιλέωυ -πυυπυππ 

τ ρόνψιευυσωυ - Uv - 

v 

43 



44 

0 

18 

80 

85 

go 

95 
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πρυταῖ 
τοιπαΐΪ 

xpnot: lal 
θωνοθ 
καιποτεῖ ἘΠῚ 15. Coleus 

πανθοοΐ Je 

eae en 

nveyke, 

δεαπαισῖὶ 

ονεμβαΐ 

παρ[.Ἰοσεῖ 

Col. xxviii (Fr. 13, Col. ii). 

σιωιδεμαΐθεοσ' 
νου. 

ιλιωιδεθηκεναφαρ 

οψιτεραναλωσιν 

᾿κυανοπλόκοιοπαιδαποντιασοπυαῖ οκομοιο. 

θετιδοσβιατᾶν 

πιστονερκοσαχαι 

ὠνθρασεϊφονωιπεδασαις" 

ὀσσάτ' εριξελευκωλενωι ᾳοριστοστεριζω 

ακναμπτονηρᾶαιμενοσαν Ἱερειδων" 

οσατεπολιαδιπροπονὼν αἵοσσα 

δέκεμεγαλωνδαρδανιαν 

ἐπραθενειμηφυλασσεναποί .Ἰλί .Ἱν" 

νεφεσιδεχρυσεοισολυμποι 

οκαικορυφαί. . igor 

μόρσιμ᾽ ἄνα[.Ἴὁενζευσοθεωνσκοποσουτολ 

Col. xxix (Fr. 13, Col. iii). 

μα"πὲριδυψικόμαϊ. “Ἰλενᾶι 

χρῆνἀραπεργαμονευριί.Ἰι 

ἱστῶσαισελασαιθομενοσ 

πυροσ'επειδαλκιμοννεκυν Ἰνταί 



γο 

75 

80 
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ὁ πρύταϊνι uy — — UU — 

9 TOL πᾶ. -πώπυυ-- 

1 χρησίτ]ηρι- ,ὠὐυ πὸ -- 

ΤΙ {[Πυ]θωνόθ] ἕν SNS > 

ἢ καί more [UU --- UU - UU = 

is IldvOod[s — Δαναῶν ὅτε παῖ- Jet 

14 δες Tpoitalu ee 

15 ἤνεγκε ὦ — Διομή- 

dea πάϊς [Ζηνὸς -ὀαὺυ --ὀΟη -- 

11 ὃν ἐμβαϊλὼν ἰὸν ἔσχε μάχας 

is Πάρ[ος ἑϊκαβόλος βροτη- 

1s σίῳ δέμαϊ θεός" 

20 Ιλίου δὲ θῆκεν ἄφαρ 

a ὀψιτέραν ἅλωσιν, 

ἀντ. B’ 1 κυανοπλόκοιο παῖδα ποντίας κυα[ν]οκόμοιο. 

2 Θέτιος βιατὰν 

85 Ξπιστὸν ἕρκος ‘Axat- 

go 

95 

«ὧν θρασεῖ φόνῳ πεδάσαις" 

υ ὅσσα T ἔριξε λευκωλένῳ ἀόριστος το(ῦ) ἐρίζω. 

ὁ ἄκναμπτον “Hpa μένος ἀν[τ]ερείδων 

τὗσα τε Πολιάδι: πρὸ πόνων ᾿Α(ριστοφάγν(ης 1) ὅσσα, 

ε δέ κε μεγάλων Δαρδανίαν 

0 ἔπραθζ(ο)ν, εἰ μὴ φύλασσεν ᾿ΑπόϊλΊλ[ω]ν" 

1 νέφεσίζσγνι δὲ χρυσέοις ᾿Ολύμποι- 

ι 0 καὶ κορυφαϊϊσιν ἵζων 

12 μόρσιμ᾽ ἀναϊλ)]ύεν Ζεὺς ὁ θεῶν σκοπὸς οὐ τόλ- 

spa περὶ δ᾽ ὑψικόμῳ [“ΕἸλένᾳ 

1 χρῆν ἄρα Πέργαμον εὐρὺ [δ]ι- 

13 (ᾳα)στῶσαι σέλας αἰθομένο(υ 

1s πυρός: ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἄλκιμον νέκυν [el τάϊφῳ 

45 
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πολυστονωιθεντοπηλεῖδα . . | 

100 αἀλοσεπικυμαβαντεσί.ὰ 

θοναγγελοῖ.Ἰοπισω 

σκυροθεννΐ Ἰοπτολεμί 

ευρυβιαναγοντεσ" ΄ 

᾿οσδιεπερσενιλιουπολῖ 

105 αλλόυτεματέρεπειταί.Ἰεδνανΐ. . . .| 

éidevouremrarpalo.|oevapo....... ] 

ἱππουσμυρμιδονων 

Vc χαλκοκορυΐ. .αν Ἱμιλονεγ εἶ. ... ] Lows. -Jary[..-. ho 

x oxedovd[. . .uapovporocoidayal.jav t oa ane 

110 εξίκετ᾽ "ουδ᾽ Ἱνεμουσεῖ. “ .Jev Bey ; a Hl τ Ἷ 
[l--..-. Ἵπροσί.].} 

Col. xxx (Fr. 13, Col. iv). 

ovdeTor|. Ἰυρυφαρέτρᾶνεκαβολον" 

@. «Ἰσεί. . - -Jeoo- 

ye. . «Ἱν[. Ἰπριαμον 

πί.-Ἰοσερκεϊονηναρεβωμονε 

115 [. - Ἰθοροντα" μημινέυφρον᾽ ecor. ov 

[-1ητεπιγηρασίἰξέ 

μενβιου .-᾿Ἰμφιπολοισδε 
ἿΣ Fay = qroitwv«[. lewvnStaptrafovtwvowy 

Ἰυ el: 3 εἹπεριτιμᾶν GE θωστωναί. . ωνεδυσχεραινεκαιεκωλυεί 

δ «]Ἰαζομενονκτανεῖν ζκτανεμεν[. « « Je διοκαιανηιρηταιη 
τωνχρηματωναδιαρπαζων 

[: 
[-- 

ΠΣ [- - - Πνειφιλωιγᾶσπαρομφαλονευρυν" εἰσεκδικιαντουπατροσανηιρεθη 

[- - - -ἰνῦνμετραπαιηο γβιηῖτε 

[.Joven[. .|veol. Ῥ Ὑ[]ηιητενεοι 

[- - μακλύταγένεσσιδωριει 

μ[.:Ἰδεοισαί. «Ἰντω[.] εντωι. [..].. πρ- «««- Ἴνφερεται 

τερονδιοσελ[. Ἰηνιου ναι. ἸΠινηιοπουσυνελθοντεσί 
εὐξαί.]Ἰτοπεριτουαυχμου 

125 νασοσί.Ἴδιοσεὰλ 

Col. xxxi (Fr. 13, Col. ν, with Fr. 14). 

λανιουφαεννοναστρον" 

ουνεκενόυσεπαιηονῶν 



100 

105 

IIo 

120 

στρ. ¥ 

125 
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u πολυστόνῳ θέντο ΠΠηλεΐδα, 

1s ἁλὸς ἐπὶ κῦμα βάντες [ἢ]λ- 

19 θον ἄγγελο[ι ὀπίσω 

20 Σκυρόθεν Ν[ε]οπτόλεμ[ον 
> ΄ » 21 εὐρυβίαν ἄγοντες, 

10s διέπερσεν ᾽Ιλίου πόλζιν" 

4 ἀλλ᾽ οὔτε ματέρ᾽ ἔπειτα [κ]εδνὰν 
Με " .“ ᾽ ᾽ ΄ 

3 ἔϊδεν, οὔτε marpatoli|s ἐν ἀρούραις 

« ἵππους Μυρμιδόνων 

5 χαλκοκορυϊστ]ὰν [δμιλον ἔγειρε. ΠῚ: Jouy[..... Is 

«σχεδὸν δὲ Toludpov Μολοσσίδα γαῖαν 1. ees: a 
τ ἐξίκετ᾽, οὐδ᾽ ἀἸνέμους ἔϊλαθ]εν 

s οὐδὲ τὸν [εἸὐρυφαρέτραν ἑκαβόλον' 

9 ἀϊμο]σεῖν δὲ θ]εός- 

10 γε[ραιὸ]ν [ὃς] Πρίαμον 

nu πίρ]ὸς ἑρκεῖον ἤναρε βωμὸν ἐ- 

τ» [πεν]θορόντα, μή μιν evppov’ ἐς οἷ μῖον 

1 [μ]ήτ᾽ ἐπὶ γῆρας ἱξέ- 

μεν βίου: [ἀἸμφιπόλοις δὲ 
ἤτοι τῶν κ[ρ]εῶν ἢ διαρπαζόντων συνή- 
θως τῶν d[AA]wv ἐδυσχέραινε καὶ ἐκώλυε 

τ ἰδηρηαζόμενον κτάνζε)γν  δΖ(ηνόδοτος) wrdve(v) ἐν' γρ(άφεται) [κταν]έν. διὸ καὶ ἀνήρηται ἢ 
τῶν χρημάτων ἃ διαρπάξων 
cis ἐκδικίαν τοῦ πατρὸς ἀνῃρέθη. 

15 [Hz \(ot)p[cav] περὶ τιμᾶν Ζ(ηνόδοτος) Πυθιᾶν. 

1 [(év) τεμέ]νε φίλῳ yas παρ᾽ ὀμφαλὸν εὐρύν. 

18 [ἰῆ (th) τε] νῦν μέτρα παιηό- γρ(ἀφεταυ) ἰῆ if τε. 

19 [ν]ων, ἰῆ [τε] νέο..] γρ(ἀάφεται) [ἐ]ῆ i τε νέοι. 

τ[ὀνοϊμακλύτα γ᾽ ἔνεσσι Δωριεῖ 

2 μ[εἸδέοισα [πόϊντῳ eure ἡ cliasaplae as Ἵν φέρεται. 
een 

s νᾶσος [ὦ] Διὸς λ- ὑἱερὸν Διὸς Ἑλ[λ]ηνίου [e]v Αἰ[γ]ίνῃ ὅπου συνελθόντες 
᾿ εὔξα[ν]το περὶ τοῦ αὐχμοῦ. 

«λανίου φαεννὸν ἄστρον. 

υ οὕνεκεν οὔ σε παιηόνων 
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ἀδορπονευναξομεν'αλλαοιδᾶν Fr. 14, Col. i. 

οδεί ] ρόθιαδεχομένακατερεισ 
τί 18 letters Jnv 

130 πόθενελαβεσναὺπρύτανιν anf ., ,,  wrweo 

δαιμονακαιτανθὲμίξενοναρετί ᾿ J eee peas 

οπάντάτοιτατεκαιτατευχων 
τὸ 

σονεγγυαλιξενολβον 

ευρύοϊ. ΠΚρονουπαισυδατιδῖ.Ἵπασί 11 letters Ἰατριβου 

135 ποῦπί. . Ἱποπροθυρωνβαθυκοὰλ  " " jupett: 

mroval.] . ρεψατοπαρθενον 

> αιγιναν'τοτεχρύσεδια 

> epocexpuparavKopl ιεπιχωριονΐ 

κατάσκιοννωτονυμετερον" τί 

140 > ιναλεχεωνεπαμβροτων [ 

Col. xxxii (Fr. 14, Col. ii). 

[ 
αισὶ 

ΞΕ 
τολί 

145 διοῖ 

πεῖ 

ποῖ 

Tal, 

ée{ 
150 Kd 

gal 
vol 
τρ 
afl 

155 (η 
Col. xxxiii lost. 

Col. xxxiv (Fr. 15, Col. i). 
bog nooo o doa xo. . - -Jevoo πὸινᾶ 
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6 ἄδορπον εὐνάξομεν, ἀλλ᾽ ἀοιδᾶν 
ὅδε ] 
tov? 16 letters nv 

130 8 πόθεν ἔλαβες ναυπρύτανιν ἀπ ι8, ΙΝ τινες 
δὴ Js τινα 
3) εἰδω]λοποιεῖ 

£7 7 ΄σ 

τῤόθια δεχομένα κατερεῖς 

δῖ ee ΄ ᾽ ΄ Ἧ11 ae) 9 δαίμονα καὶ τὰν θεμίξενον ἀρετίάν. τς 

106 πάντα τοι τά τε καὶ τὰ τεύχων 

n σὸν ἐγγυάλιξεν ὄλβον 
~ ᾽ 

15 εὐρύοϊπα)] Κρόνου παῖς, ὑδάτ(εσσγι δ᾽ [ἐ]π’ Aolo- τὴν Αἴγιναν δι]ατρίβου- 
= » 97 θύ θύκολ σαν ἐπὶ τῶν προ]θύρων ἐλ- 

135 13 ποῦ πίοτ᾽ ἀπὸ προθύρων βαθύκολ- [Ody drermicar|o, 
2 7 , 

πον ἀϊνα]ρέψατο παρθένον 
ΤᾺ ΄ 4 > 

1s Αἴγιναν: τότε χρύσεαι ἀ- 

1s ἔρος ἔκρυψαίτα}ν κόμ[α]. ἐπιχώριον 

11 κατάσκιον νῶτον ὑμέτερον, τί 
.“ ΄ >) > ΄ 

140 18 ἵνα λεχέων ἐπ᾿ ἀμβρότων 

ωπωυνυωυν ΚΞ 

2aojyv-y-uu~ 

εἰμυσυ-πυπῦυ 

᾽ ΄ ~ 

ἀντ. y 170NYU -᾿Ἧυπύπωσπυ - 

145 2 διοί---υ — — 

smu —- uy — 

“πού-πωυπυ-π-ππ 

σπαυσπωυππυ- 

ἐεξε-τ ὑππυωπυ -- 

150 TRY UU UU UU 

afafuvu--vu- 

νγουυππυπυυ Ye 

wTp[¥ - οὧοπύυ-π-πὸυ-- 

πσθυ- οὐπυ-ππ 

155 ζφηυσυυσυππυυπυυπ-- 

Lines 156-171 lost = antistr. 13-21, ep. 1-7. 

8 [- “υ-πων -- υἸἹχῦί - Jevos ποινᾶ. 

9 [- vr-vuy —| 

ἰωπωπων -| 



50 THE OXYRHYNCAUS PAPYRI 

ison 00 ooo F800 00 ae Ἰνγεδε 

στ. Ἰέιρονασαρετασ 

ΐ 1 ke) δ΄ (0) whe: Ja εὐ γα fe eel π ] προστακτικωσ 

lp oa o ooo 6 Ἰγρωϊανφι 

ll fore Boo τς Ἰαλαον 

5 sey eueneyetenesers Ἰνοισιπαν στεφανοισινιν. [.. .] 

ΠΥ ΤΣ Ἰσκιαζετε'μοισᾶν τὶ 

ΠΡ υν- Ἰπολλακι-παιᾶνδέ 
- TOVATIOTWVE .|.| . Κων 

[ Pek ie th ONO Le κα Jav Elencapiay [ 1 - 

εσ 

Inalo boo che Ἰντεθεσπιωνδοτὶ 

[ a) els δ ἐν ἐλ ἢ ] εἐπεσί.] 

ΕΞ -- Jor[. Ἰλαάντεσαυλαν [ 9 letters Jworovay. to. [ 

Col. xxxv (Fr. 15, Col. ii). 

x. ἢ 

2 lines lost. 

[- «. «]ειφιλαί 

ΕΠ ἢ 

ΕΞ: lero 

iis) lo o Ὁ c Jeyx-6[ 

[. - -JravAovarbep| 

ΕΞ: Je ανκορυφανΐ 

[- -νερονλεγομενΐ 

[- - - Παταυρωνειΐ 

i lle oe 0 0. Ἰνπροβωμῖ 

loobons Jouz[.]r . pol. . . Ἰπαροῖ 

no toed Ἰδησαναυδαν' 

[- -ἰαντέσιχρηστηριον 
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T: 

175u[y -- -- σπυῦὺυ -ν γε δε- 

wl[-U—vu—v ἀπ]είρονας ἀρετὰς 

αστυυ -τ-ὐὺ -- 5] προστακτικῶς. 

u[- πα͵]τρωΐαν: φι- 

15 {A = 23, Ἐπὶ ula λαὸν 

180 τὸΐ--υ -- στεφά]νοισι πᾶν στεφάνοισί νιν. [.. .] 

πίςπυωυωυ - -Ἰσκιάξετει Μοισᾶν ee ἢ af 

τ —U— ΟἹ πολλάκι: παιὰν δέ 
τῶν ἀπὸ τῶν ε. [.1. κ' a ων. 

1 ϊ- head υἹᾶν. Ζη(νόδοτος) εἰλιομαν. 

WAL 

πες... Ἰν τε θεσπεσίων δότϊειραι (9) 

[- oo eee ] ἔπεστι. 

τ ον-- Ἰον [ἀγ]λαάν 7 ἐς αὐλὰν [ 9 letters Jos τὸν av . 

τ 
2 lines lost. 

[- -. εἰ pedal 

ΞΡ δέκ ἢ 

τ: Ἰμπαΐ 

τς 1 ἀγχιθε 

[- - ταυλον αἰθερί 

ΠῚ: Je ἂν κορυφὰν [ 

[φανερὸν λεγομενΐ 

- - - .1. ταύρων ef 

i= τ τοτὲ Ἰν πρὸ βωμ[οῦ (9) 

le od oa Ἰοιτί.]τ. pol. . . .Jrapol 

fees cis κελά]δησαν αὐδάν' 

ἰεὐϊαντέσι χρηστήριον 

Ἐπ τὸς 

to. 

51 
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bogebond¢ong te ]xev 

R poictosodcgamus Ἰνουσ κελαδησαθυμνουσ 

Ib ooodscooegtoas |rrov . [.] . ἀμαξιτον 

τ --.-Ἐ 7. συριαισανιπποί .]" 

τς ἐπα νυ ποῖος Ἰτανοναρμα 

τ τ τ-- Ἴον" 

τ. 1 ποτε coy eis Ἰδουρᾳνουτευπεπλωιθυγατρι 

μναμί.]συ[.Ἰαικοραϊ.Ἰσίτευ 

μαχανιανδιδόμεν" 

[Ἰνφλαί. - -Ἰρανδρωνῴρενεσ' 
["στισανευθελικωνιαδὼν 

15 Badeavedrd. “Ἰτωνερευΐ. .17.Ἰοφιαισοδον" 

᾿εμοιδετουτοί. «Ἱιεδὼ 

[svete Jabavar|.paopov 

Two fragments from Fr. 16 (?). 

ΒΥ We ON Fr. 18. 

ομηρουΐ ] - oof 

Ἰόντεσαϊ 

επειδαΐ 

ἘΠῚ τῶν Coli. 

] 
] δέλτου 

] 
] 

1- - ᾳτί:Ἰαυτό 
10 jr... eo Gai. λεχοσεπιτηνλοχειαν 

] 
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τ τ --- Ἰχὼν 

BF \lboupconoocen ὕμνους κελαδήσαθ᾽ ὕμνους. 

io fb Bio coe be Urmov . [.]. ἀμαξιτὸν 

οι πους ]- Συρίαις av’ ἵπποις" 

plo eins cae ace π]τανὸν ἅρμα 

lp SU Sod δ ὁ οἷο δυὸ 7ον" 

ROM Paar tamil .-..-: ] δ᾽ Οὐρανοῦ 7 εὐπέπλῳ θυγατρὶ 

ἹΜναμ[ο]σύϊν]α κόρα[σί τ᾽ εὐ- 

μαχανίαν διδόμεν. 

[τ]νφλα[ὲ γὰ]ρ ἀνδρῶν φρένες 

[ὅστις ἀἄνευθ᾽ ᾿“Ἑλικωνιάδων 

15 βαθεῖαν ἐλθόντων ἐρευνᾷ σ]οφίαις ὁδόν" 

ἀντ, or ἐπ. ἐμοὶ δὲ τοῦτοϊν δ)]ιέδω- 

[kav] ἀθάνατον πόνον 

Br. 07. . 

Ὁμήρου 
ἰόντες af, 

ἐπεὶ Sal 

7... ατ.Ἰαυτό- 

το |r - - ἐσθα[ἢ λέχος ἐπὶ τὴν λοχείαν. 

] 

59 
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a 

Ἰωτονεκαέρ 

] 

] 

Fr. το, Col. ii, with Fr. 20. 

é Sol Ne a 

αἱ Ἰνουσ 

δ Ἰοεσσατοῖ 

τ - Jal 

6 
20 [Ἰυνασ' τίπεισομαϊ 

ηδιοσουκεθελοῖ 

κοιουθυγατηρπὶ 

απιστάμ Ἵιδεδο[.Ἰκακα . [ 

δεμινενπελί. Ἴγεῖ 
“ὖ. 

25 ριφθεϊσανευαγεαπετρανφανηναί, . Παυαγεῖ 

καλ[.Ἰοντιμινορτυγιανναῦταιπαλαι" 
Ul 2 ΄ 4 

πεφορητοδ' em αἰγαϊονθαμά' 

τἄσοκρατιστοσ «καρτιστοσ. 

ερασσατομιχθεισ 

30 τοξοφόροντελεσαιγονον" 

Fr. 21. 

ἤ vredog{. .Jrat- ἀμὸν Jeorerar: 

Ἰυχαισυΐ. .] . νον 

Ἰπεραινοισ 

10 Ἰναποκαιπατροσυμ 



20 

25 

30 

Fr. 21. 

841, PINDAR, PAEANS 

a 

Ἰωτον ἑκαέρ- 

γ ] 

] 

ἔδοί i ato pial 

αἱ vous 

δ Jo ἕσσατο | 

[εἸὐνᾶς: τί πείσομαι... 

ἢ Διὸς οὐκ ἐθέλοζισα. .. 

Κοίου θυγάτηρ πὶ 

ἄπιστά μ[ο]ι δέδοζκα xa . Ϊ 

δέ μιν ἐν πελ[ά]γείε... 

ῥιφθεῖσαν εὐαυγέα πέτραν φανῆναι: [1 vjavayel 

καλ[έϊοντί μιν ᾿Ορτυγίαν ναῦται πάλαι. 

πεφόρητο δ᾽ ἐπ᾽ Αἰγαῖον bapa: 

τᾶς ὁ κράτιστος κάρτιστος 
2 4 Ν ἐράσσατο μιχθεὶς 

τοξοφόρον τελέσαι γόνον' 

Tre 

1.1 ] 
7. ν τέλος [ἔσ]ται' αμαῖ....] ἔσσεται 

τ]ύχα συΐ. .]. νον 

| περαίνοις 
2 Ν ἣν , « 

|v ἀπὸ καὶ πατρός" ὑμ-(ν. .) 

55 
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[Pith 2 Gg ὁ Ie Be 5 ὁ πΞ τ τ ΤΥ ἃ Fr. 25. 

ν Jel 1: τ eBe val 
Ἰσὶσῆιεπεῖ Ἱπὶ Ϊ 
] τανε ᾿ 

] 

Miscellaneous unplaced fragments. 

Fr. 26. . - : Fr, 27 (to Fr. 46). 

i ee Vl. [ Vf 
- 7. vreved, Ἰμάτρωϊ 

[Ἱππιοσειχεαμφι . -[ Ἰοσταῖ 
τιπαρί Ἰνωισυνπολ iP sage 

5 Χε- - Ln - ἐἰθήρμί 
κροϊ.Ἰιονδωμ' aydaol 

bo ooo Ἰισεπισμηνιαῖ 

[- - -Jodof. «]α τρί 
[- --Ἵμαντισαν.. | 

το Ϊ- - - .7. [- -Jupnde 

Beginnings of lines. 

It Oh 0 Oo oo Fr.29. + : Fr. 30. 

- [Lleol : εἶ AL 
ὠβαθυδὶ i τ 
ιηιεπαιμεῖ 

dapovabal 

Libis Gita ig op IM Bo ὁ ὁ 

eu ξιαΐ 
γοῖ se 



Fr. 22. 

841. PINDAR, PAEANS 

Js lop ere 

Fr. 26. 

Fr, 28. 

] 
] 

a Bypass VL] - [ 

κι. 7. vreved 

[{Ἰππιος εἶχ᾽ ἀμφι..1 

τι παρθέϊνῳ σὺν πολ 

χε... εἰ νηλέϊ θὴρ pl 

Κρόϊν)ιον δῶμ᾽ ἀγλαοῖ 

ΕΞ -:. es ἐπ᾽ ᾿Ισμηνία[ις 

[. - «]ολαί. Jal. jerpl 

[- --.] μάντις αὐ. 

[--..01.[. .1ν. μηδέ 

ρο  τ- Ἰ{Ἰυμεῖ 

[.. + . συ]μφοροῖ 

- [-Jeof 

ὦ βαθυδ[οξ (?) 

inte παῖ pe 

δᾶμον ᾿Αθαΐνα 

Fr, 27. 

Yl 
| par pol 

Jooral 

57 
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Ends of lines. 

Fr. ΥΩ 5.0 ot idan Bo ae ec Ir. 1: Ὁ 

lg .[:.} ] 
Ἰασσαμφί- - .Baxer| Jou 
Ἰπολιον 

Jool-] . egovepeharol 
5. ἾἸαλμαι Pr 36; Ὁ ὁ 

ov Ἰέιδεατί 

Ἰ.- «νεπεῖ.] - ved] \ 
] 
] 
J 

ΕΓ. Ἐτ. 47. .’ Fr. 38. 

ae ee ι-.-. 

je | 
- ἘΞ ΠῚ = 

Fragments having blank margin above. 

Fr. 39. Fr. 40. Fr. 41. Fr. 42. 

Ka Ἰκουφί Ἰαπονί 108). Ae 
jra . [ we ey eA fo are 

Fr, 45. Fr. 44. 

Je Jee - [ 

Fragment having blank margin below. 

Fr. 45. 

1- φί 
vod 



Fr, 33. 

5 

841. 

ὁ lo of 

PINDAR, PAEANS 

Fr. 35. 

Jaco’ ἀμφ[ιβέϊβακεν [ 

1 πολιὸν 

]oof.] . ιας νέμε 

| ἅλμᾳ 
Ἰνων 

“ατοϊΐδας (?) 

7. evere.] - νει 

71 εἴδεα τί 

Vi 

59 



Fr. 46. : Br 47. ὃ 

Ἱπιὶ ye 
Ἰμβροσιαῖ Ἰδαλεοῖ 

vol πυζω . 
JavOcporBal ἐν ἰ 

Ἰοκελησιον .Ϊ ; iy 

5 dou Gf 
Ἰεπριὶ 

Ie le τὸς: Fr. 49. 5 0 Fr. 50. . 

Vel Ἰσφρασὶ Ἰωνΐ 
Ἱμακαρωνΐ Ἰδοξαν Jen 

al 

Ἰαφορίανϊ 

Fr. 51. : τὺ 5 ἢ Ἐκ ete Fr. 54. 

Inf uw Ἰσηΐ 

: : 1s Gao. τ 

Jrdaxorl jo NT 

ΤῸ Ἰσσενῖ lel 

Fr. 59. Ae ge Fr. 60. : ING (io 5 6 

7. orf Ἰυδὶ }e [ 

Wal ' lef 

Ie, 65. τὸ Fr. 64. : 

Jude, 7. κτανΐ 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

Fr. 58. . 

IDE (Ps. 
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Ἠπξ δ 2 0 -: Fr. 47. 

Ἰπι " 
a|uBpocial ] Δάλιοϊ 

an νοΐ υζω. 

] ἀνθέμων Bal ᾿ ἱ 

Jo κέλης tov . [ 

5 Ἰουν- of 

Jen 

Tigi Sao) ie een Fr. 49. ia, ee 

1.1 ]s φρασίσ 

7 μακάρων [ 7 δόξαν [ 

5. 
(?) νικ]αφορίαν [ 

61 
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Scholia. 

Br65... = + DBgiSGgo eee) or πύον Bee Fr, 68. . 

Jade 1. 1 ] 
Jpavreval ] Jevor . . Ἐε 

WL .1ε..1 Ἵνομοιγενί.-Ἱμενοιδικί ERPS ac Ἴων 

Beer ΤῈ Ἱρμί.-7ται.1. [- - Jepal ] 
Ἴοσε. [.- - -1ε.}ν [ 

Jet ] 

Br 69:4 - δὰ δ τ an Br: ites ee es Pr 2a 
δ. ἢ Ἰαπολογεῖ 7. εἰ. Ἰαντιονῖ 

προσ Ἰουκαιθ. [ Ἰρικεσί }etoL 
oupe, Jovtoul JAcaro[ 

-[ 5} JoAcyer[ 

ἸῸ eros 3s ΒΕ on cee. 5 levee Up Se Fr. 76. ὃ 

] Ἴοιτοῖ. ] Ἴασδι 
Ἰφανερωσί kas 1-6. 

Jnoetoncay, } af ΩΝ 

DW oc Sey A onc Pr 70.: © 

] ] Ipal 

Ἰαντοῖ Joyo . [ eof 
Jel ] ] 

: Jeol ] 
] ] 

ἘΠῚ 80. =e: oes Fr. 81. 

}-L). ἢ }rafevl[ 

J J 
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1.1 

Ἴνομοι γεν[ό]μενοι Sux 

Ἴρμί.7ται[.1. [- . «ἸαραΓ 
Ἶοσε. [-...1{ν [ 

1π| 

Fr. 71. 

j.e.[ 
Ἰρικεσί 

JAcatol 

Js λέγει [ 

Fr. 74. 

841, 

Fr. 65. Fr. 66. 

JoAeL 

7 μαντεία 

WL. ele. 

Fr. 69. : Fr, 70. : 
oU(Tws) . [ ] ἀπολογέ[ι.. 

προσ jou καὶ θ.,[ 

oupel Ἴων tou 

Ἵ 1} 

Fr. 73. 

yeas ἦσαν [ 

Ἴουτο[ 

1 φανερῶς [ 

Ἵ 

63 



64 

15 

20 

25 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

Fr. 82, Col. i. 

7ησενμαντευομέενωι 

Ἰξηλθεσγί -Ἰνεηνδί. . 

7ηνοδεπινδαρί. .] 

Ἵμενοντονποτεελευ 

πον 
] 
Ἵπτηιτειαναιρε 

7. Πυπατροσκλυ 
].. . Katoxpy 

Ἰεψεστρατευ 

Ἴβασ 

ko 

Jovexpnge 
Ἴκατεροσ 

].u.. τοεκί. ἸΧ 

Fr. 82, Col. ii. 

bacco Ἴστο[.)τοπληρεσί 

[- - «]Ττελεσεισευθεωστοισδῖ 

ενυπνιονδυτελέωεπιτελεῖ 

σπευδοντ-εκλαγξεῤτεϊερί 

δαιμονιονκεαρολοᾶι 

σὶστονὰχάισαφαρ' 

καιτοιαϊδεκορυφᾶϊσά 
ΣΝ sok 

μαινελογον᾿ωὡπᾶναπί 

ρἰ"Ἰοπακρονιων' τέλεϊσσϊὶ 

πί-Ἰπρωμενανπάθαν' αἱ 

νικαδαρδανιδαισέκάβί 

[. «Ἰποτ' ἐϊδενυποσπλαγχί 

φέροισατόνδ᾽ ἀνερ’εδοξί 

τεκεϊνπὺρφόρονεριϊ 

Ἵυτωιοθεοσηνικί.}. .« 

Plate III. 

Plate III. 
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VIII. [ΘΗΒΑΊΟΙΣ ?}. 

Fr. 82, Col. i. 

ἔχρησεν μαντευομένῳ 

ἐξῆλθες γ[εἸνεὴν δῖ... 

Ἴην ὃ δὲ Πίνδαρ[ο5] 

λέγει ὅτι ἔχρησε ταῦτα αἸὐτῷ ὁ θεὸς ἡνίκ[α]..ι 
5 ἼἽμενον τόν ποτε ἐλευ- 

σόμενον (?) Ἵμοι(ί ) 

1 
ἀγπήτει ἀναιρε- 

θέντος 1. [ο]υ πατρὸς Κλυ- 
μένου ὑπὸ Περιήρους (?) 7... καὶ ὃ χρη- 

IO σμὸς mpowtp lee στρατεύ- 

εσθαι ἐπὶ Θήβας 

] 
] 
Ἴπας 

] 
ls 

] ov ἔχρῃζε 
15 ἕηκάτερος 

7.ὖ.. τὸ ex[.Jxe( ). 

Fr. 82, Col. ii. 

[τὸ maOols το[ῦ7]το πλῆρες [... 12 eee e seen 

[ἐπι]τελέσεις εὐθέως, τοῖς δὲ Τρωσὶ τὸ Ἑκάβης 

ἐνύπνιον ζ(α)ὖ TedAew(s) ἐπιτελε[σθήσεται. 

20 σπεύδοντ᾽, ἔκλαγξέ θ᾽ ἱερώτατον 

δαιμόνιον κέαρ ὀλοαῖ- 

σι στοναχαῖς ἄφαρ, 

καὶ τοιᾷδε κορυφᾷ od- 
͵ [ 

μαινεν λόγων: ὦ πανάπϊειρον εὐ- 

25 plvjora Κρονίων, τελεῖς σὺ νῦν τὰν πάλαι 

πίεἸπρωμέναν παθαν ἁ- 

νίκα Aapdavidas ᾿Εκάβ[α φράσεν ὄψιν (?) 
a ᾽ 4 « ὯΝ ΄ 

[ἅν] ποτ᾽ εἶδεν ὑπὸ σπλάγχνοις 

φέροισα τόνδ᾽ ἀνέρ᾽, ἔδοξε δὲ 

30 τεκεῖν πυρφόρον ᾿Εριϊνὺν 

F 
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35 
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γι 
εκὰτόνχερα' σκληραί! 

ἰλιονπασάννινεπιπί 

κατερεϊψαι"ἐεϊπεδε. [ 

[- -ς ἰ ἡΠαιτερασυπναᾳΐ 
ουτωσαΐ 

bons Ἱλεπρομάθεια 

Frs. 83 and 84. 

λοιπί 13 letters Ἰυλί.] - [ 
gol ] 
[GY BE Gacy ΛΞ Sts Javderoo av nasal 

κλιθει[.Ἰεκοῖ. 2... Ἰσφισιν" 

μαλαπρᾶξονΐ. «Ἰκάιωσ' 

κλυτοιμαντιΐ. Ἰαπολλωνοσ' εγωχρυ 

[ἰγωμενύπερχθονος μηποθολογοσεμτῖ 
ὠκεανουθεμιδοσεπεικαῖ 

15 [-ἹἸπέρτ᾽ weal. εν ᾿παντασκατειρηκετουσῖ 

Fr, 85. 

joxpl 

Fr, 86. ae 

Ἰνδροσότί Poof 

Irentkal Ἰανοιξαμί.Ἱν. [. .] 

Ἰοσοὺλυτί ΚΣ 

Ἱπερτάταιι Ἰαντωνεργονϊερώτί 

]ra[. «Ἰέντεσ" 

ἄν. ] 
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ἑκατόγχειρα, σκληρᾷ [δὲ βίᾳ 

Ἴλιον πᾶσάν νιν ἐπὶ πίέδον 

κατερεῖψαι" ἔειπε δὲ. [ 

βι-- Je τέρας ὑπναϊλέον 
οὕτως af 

ἯΙ ΡΣ τ ἢ JAe προμάθεια 

Frs. 83 and 84. 

ool 13 letters Ἰυλ 
Io μεγί GeO) Οὐ γδ ἀρ Oo πὶᾶν δ᾽ ἔπος ἀντίι τοῦ) πᾶσαϊν τὴν ἀλήθειαν (ἢ 

Kreis] ἐκο[ινάσατο] σφίσιν, 

μάλα πρᾶξον [διἸκαίως. 

κλυτοὶ μάντι[ες] ᾿ἀπόλλωνος, ἐγὼ Χρύσζ(ιππος Ὁ). 

[ἐϊγὼ μὲν ὑπὲρ χθονὸς μήποθ᾽ ὁ λόγος ἐκ τί 
oe shies a ὠκεανοῦ θέμιδος ἐπεὶ kal 

15 [ὑἹπέρ T a@kea| volo πάντας κατείρηκε τοὺς [ 

Fr. 86. Fr. 87. 

ἀἹνδρὸς ὅτ[ε Ἰνωσί 

\rpn καὶ ] ἀνοίξαμεῖν.. [. .] 

Jos οὐ λυτ[ὸς (?) π]άντων ἔργων ἱερώτατον (?) 
ὑἹπερτάτᾳ. [ Ἰταί. «Ἰέντες" 

5 Τ᾽ ouf ] 
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Fr. 88. : Fr. 89. Fr. go. ame 

πεμῖ βιᾷῖ τ 
[Ἰδομῖ δι Ἰϊσορυθμοσεφα 
[-] . θυΐ Ἰάλκεἰ.Ἰιμεντόϊ 

“Ἰποκτονΐ 

oe led 

Fr. g!. Fr. 92. 2 Fr. 93. Fr. 94 Be: 

Ἰαινΐ he ah 1.1 ] 
Ἰιππὶ ie ανδί 7τι Yr. . «Ἱνεινυμνεῖ 

Ἰασί Ἰσπάρϊ Ἰεαισ'ομὶ Ἰνυΐ. νων 
Ἰεμῖ Ἰαδιοσιιῖ Jord ou Ἴ apf. “Πυντωι 

5. Ἰτονΐ 1. ε 1.1 ] 

απ. .1.. θενμ 5 | <a 
J.J. ov. .[ ἫΝ 

Fr. 95. Fr. 96. Fr. 97. : ΕΟ ae 

Ἰλομεν θρασυσΐ Ἰαδιαε ] ave [ 

Jno Ἰνταχυΐ ] ΠῚ 

Ἰαφθεωμουσαΐ. Ἰαλεξανδῇ Ἰειασί 
ακολουθ Ἰιπνευσῖ ] y 

5 ἽἹεντισιμεταῖ i ἣ 

Jarl 

Fr. 99. Fr. 100. : Fr. τοι. FrC2 sae 

rere Ἰ- af] -[ Ἰδάϊ Ἰαφι 
Ἰα πολλαΐ Ἰσεταιΐ Jaco] PE 

Fr. .103-. lee Ue Fr. 105. . Fr. 106. . 

“ονανθρῳπί ]- af }-[ Jnl 

ken . {π| Jao [ rt ΠΣ 
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Fr. 88. Fr. go. ἼΩΝ 

πεμίπ w..[ 

[-δομί 1 ἰσόρυθμος ἐφαίνετο (9) 

[- θυΐ χ]άλκε[.]. μὲν rol 

: ὑπὸ κίον] 

5 1.1 

Fr. 92. : ἘΥπΟΣ τ τ τ. Fr. 94 

] 1.1 ] 
] . ἀνδὶρ (?) Ir Ἵντί. . «νειν tele 

Ἰσπάρί Ἰεαις" ομί ΠῚ ΘΩ͂ ΟΣ 
Ja Atés: { ] ΩΣ [τε ; ̓Αρ[ἰσίταρχος ἢ) aliv rat. 

Γι (el ἊΣ 
πο ae τ τὸν ΓΕ ae 3. 7, εἰ 

Fr. 95. . Fr. 96. . 

Ἰλομεν θρασύς [ 

1. τις Ἰν ταχὺς 
Jas θεῷ povoal ] ̓ Αλεξανδίρ 

ἀκολουθί \e mvevo| 

5 1 ἔν τισι peral 

] 
Ἰν μαν[τ᾽ 

Fr. 99. . 

rere 

Ja: πολλαί 

] [ 

Br τοῦ... 
τ]οῦ ἀνθρώπίου 

ἹἸιτη. {τ| 
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lip ve Go oe Fr, 108... ΠῚ Ἐπ top. : Ese 
] Ἴοσοδι[ Ἰε αἱ Jal 

Ἰρωτοσαπί. Ἰδαφνησδαφνῃΐ iy εἶ Ἴρντί 
] . . . . . 

] 

Ἐπ. τατος ΠΡ ον Ἦν ἢ ἘΠῚ aI ao Fr. 114. . 

] J ] ] 
] ] Ἰψια ] 
Ἰέναί Ἰσυνχαριτὶ ] ᾿σθεχί. 

Jie. LM ay 

Fr. 115. . Er 116. - Beene ee Fr. 118. . 

adj ν 1. perl I 
Jrowvel \eal Jao xt 
Ἰγᾶρ [ spe ] 
1... ὁ 1 

Britis. ys tow a Bret Orca ay. dee IDF WS alco 

ler. | ] 1ε{1:.1 
levee. DL ] 

. ] 

τ, ον ot ἘΠ ΤΣ me τὐρα 32. ἡ ἡ Fr. 125. 

] Ml ] ] 
7. φαρί.]σί. 1.1 ] Jo6¢[ 
] oe Jogeof Jovra[ 

Jel Jravo[ 

. 1 
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OT St ee et oe in tit et er Fr. 108. . 
᾿ ] πρ]οσόδι[ον (? ) 

π]ρῶτος ἀπ[ὸ] δάφνης δαφνη[φορικόν (1) }.v 

] 

Fr. 116. 

Ἰν 

1 τὸ κύρ[ιον 

] γὰρ [ 
τῇ 

Fr, 124. 

] 

Ἰοέεν 
Ἴπανο 

J 
7 dper( “a 

Ἵ1 



72 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

D Col. i (Fr. 126, Col. i). 

Opposite lines 16-17. 

alle 

|e 

Jap 

Col. ii (Fr. 127 and Fr. 126, Col. ii). 

Pr. 127. 

ἘΓ απ Col diy - τς 
[. Ἰονοσί 
η[-Ἰαρποῦφί 
ὑ[Ἱέρφατονΐ 

ηποντί 

ἡπὰ yerovy| 

ὑδατιζὰκότί 
ηνοτιονθεν 

ημεγαλοκοτωι[ 

᾿ηπαρατονότεΐ 

Col. iii (Fr. 128, Col. i). Plate III. 

Opposite 1. 37. Opposite ll. 40-41. 

ho Ἰομουσ 
Ἴτατου 

“ιτελλομενα 

Opposite 1. 44. Between ll. 47 and 48. 

]fouer Ἰμμεί. .} 
Joovval.] }. 
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IX. [@HBAIOI3}. 
1 1[Axris ἀελίου, τί πολύσκοπε μήσεαι, 1s 

hn κρς TItv|Sapo(s 2[@ μᾶτερ ὀμμάτων; ἄστρον ὑπέρτατον : ᾿ αροί8) 

alev ἁμέρᾳ κλεπτόμενον (υ) ἔθηκας ἀμάχανον 

“«[ἰσχύν 7 ἀνδράσιν καὶ σοφίας ὁδόν,] 

[ἐπίσκοτον ἀτραπὸν ἐσσυμένα] 
Σ 4 7 A , 

ε[ἐλαύνειν TL νεώτερον ἢ πάρος ;| 

τἰἀλλά σε πρὸς 4ιός, ἱπποσόα Oods,| 
© 7 , 4 

8 ἱκετεύω, ἀπήμονα) 

ο [εἰ] ὄλβον τινὰ τράποιο Θήβαις,] [ 
[ὦ πΊότίνια, πάγκοινον τέρας. 

[ 
[ 

1[-Jjpq[- vu -vu-uv-vY¥ 

ao o> oa oS 

3 [υἹῶνδσί-- — πολέμοιο δὲ capa φέρεις τινός, 

«ἢ [κ]αρποῦ φθίσιν, ἢ νιφετοῦ σθένος 

5 ὑϊπ]έρφατον, [ἢ στάσιν οὐλομέναν 

ἢ πόντου κενέωσιν (v) ἂμ πέδον, 

τ ἢ παγετὸν χίθονός, ἢ νότιον θέρος 

ὕδατι ἑακότίῳ ῥέον 
ἢ νότιον O(épos) ἐν [ᾧ νότος πνεῖ (?) 

ἢ μεγαλοκότῳ [ὕδατι.... 

ἢ παρὰ τὸ νοτε[ρόν. 

ο[ἢ γαῖαν κατακλύσαισα θήσεις] 
2 ~ ia ᾽ ᾽ “ , 

10 [avdpav νέον ἐξ ἀρχᾶς γένος" 

ι[ὀλοφύρομαι οὐδὲν ὅτι πάντων μέτα πείσομαι] 

Lines 22-33 lost = ep. 2-10, str. 1-3. 

Opposite Il. 40-41. 

Jopous 

Ἰτατου 

ἐπ] τελλόμενα 



74 

40 
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Col. iv (Fr. 128, Col. ii). 

επί. Ἰτί JAcoOnv 
εκρανθηνυποδαιμονιωιτινι 

τωιΐ. μηνιωιλεγει Z 

λεχειπελασαμβροσιωιμελίασ᾽ av'eyy| 

ἘΞ μἰ.Ἰταυλουτηνω! δηνυπὶ (Ἰδιδουσ εντουτωΐ 

αγαυονκαλαμωισυναγενθρόον μεῖ 
τοισποιημασι : TL 
[4 9. Ν τ μήδεσσίτεφρὲνοσυμ Ἰτερανχαριν 

λιτανέυωεκα[ ταἤβολε 
Ἐ ow Η͂ 

μὸισαιαισαν].Ἰτιθεϊστεχναΐ. .Ἱι 

χρηστηριοιή: .] . [“Ἰλοντί. Jer τοενθηΐ 
ΒΞ ΤΣ Ua ενὠιτήνερονευρυβιανθεμιτί 

εξαιρετονπροφατανέτὲκ[ 

κοραμ[.]γεϊσωκεανουμελίασέοπυθι 

[- - κάδμουστρατονκαιζεάθουποϊ 

ακερσεκομαπάτερᾶνορέασ 

ἐεπετρεψασεκατισαοφρονοσ' 

: 7 ᾽΄ 

καιγαροποντοσορσῖ. «“Ἰρίαινάνιν 
wt 

περίαλλαβροτωντίεν 

ευρίπουτεσυνέτεινεχῶρον μεταποῖΐ 

Frs. 129-31, Col. i. 

evvaer[....]... [-] .7api[ 

απομερισθησομενωντ. [ 

Ἰαλεξαν 
]. σχρυ 

7. κα... [-.-.]. [. .1ακονταὰ 

Ἰηριδκαιτουτονκαιεσθαι 
Τρ .Ἰνδυναταιειναικί.)Ἰιναδισαν 

Ἰ. [Παλιτηριον 
7π|.] . L...... Jal  ἡδιατουέεσται 
λε 
Πλουσ "τς - τς Ἰαταικαιμεταταυτα 

Ἰκουγαρδῖ. .. . .. Ἰτυγοσυδτιναλεγειπηνειον 
juvSer[.|p[..... «1... ἐεσχεσυναφειαντωιτιταρήσιωι 

[- - Jol. Ἰροιαναπί. Ἰστυγοσεχειωσκί)]ιομηροσ 
λεγει ἱ 

JAA 
Ἵνῳσδιαξεῖ. Jor 

Ἰαιαγνισθησοῖ. Ἶνων 
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ἐπ[εἸτ[εἸλέσθην. 

στρ. β΄ - ἐκράνθην ὑπὸ δαιμονίῳ 
. 

τινι 

τῷ [᾿Ισ]μηνίῳ λέγει. 

35 πλέχει πέλας ἀμβροσίῳ Μελίας ἀντ(ὶ τοῦ) ἐγγί[ὺς τοῦ ἱεροῦ (?) 

Hle]7’ αὐλοῦ τὴν ῳδὴν (ἀγπ[ο]διδούς. ἐν τούτῳ [ 

s ἀγαυὸν καλάμῳ συνάγεν θρόον pel 
Tots ποιήμασι. Tl 
ἠδ if x € la ἣν τμήδεσίσι( τε φρενὸς ὑμ[ε]τέραν χάριν. 

ε λιτανεύω, ἑκαβόλε, 

0 Μοισαίαις ἀι[α]τιθεὶς τέχνα[ισ]ι 

40 10 χρηστήριδν -- — λοντίυἾι, τὸ ἐν Θήβαις Ἰσμήνιον. 
᾽ / 2 πε ΄φ ἿΣ ΄ ΄ A 
ἄντ. β΄ 1 €y ᾧ Τήνερον εὐρυβίαν θεμίτίων ποτὲ 

2 ἐξαίρετον προφάταν ἔτεκεν λέχει 

3 Κόρα μ[ἡγεῖσ᾽ ᾽Ωκεανοῦ Media σέο Πύθιε: 

«[τῷ] Κάδμου στρατὸν καὶ Ζεάθου πόλιν, 

45 πἀκερσεκόμα πάτερ, ἀνορέας 
> γ.. a ᾿ 

ε ἐπέτρεψας ἕκατι σαύφρονος. 
- \ x Zz ᾽ ΄ ΄ τκαὶ γὰρ ὁ πόντιος Ορσϊοτ]ρίαινά νιν 

8 περίαλλα βροτῶν τίεν, 

8 Εὐρίπου τε συνέτεινε χῶρον μεταπο[ρευθῆναι λέγεται (7) 

Frs. 129-31, Col. i. 

[- -Jxe[ 

καὶ χί 

ἐνάτία 

Στυ[γὸς 

5 Bele 
ἅπας o7[......)€0.[ 

tvvaer[npis] . . . [.] . τί ) ᾿Αρί[(σταρχος 1 
ἀπομερισθησομένων 7 .[ 

] ̓ Αλεξαν- 
}. 8 χρυ. 

].ka..[...].[. Jakovra 
ἐνναετ]ηρίδο(Ξ) καὶ τοῦτον καίεσθαι 

Ἰρ[.ν δύναται εἶναι k[.Jiva δὶς av- 
1. [1 ἀλιτήριον 

7π|.}1 [5 0 τ ὡς ὁ Jul. -] διὰ τοῦ € ἔσται 
λε 

Ἰλουστί. .. δύνἸαται καὶ μετὰ ταῦτα 

ὅρ]κου γὰρ δεινοῦ Σ]τυγὸς ὕδίατος) τινὰ λέγει Πηνειὸν 
juvSer[.Jp[...... Uf. .] . ἔσχε συνάφειαν τῷ Τιταρησίῳ 

[καὶ ἀἸπό[ρ]ροιαν ἀπίὸ] Στυγὸς ἔχει ὡς κ[α ἱ Ὅμηρος 
λέγει. 
JAA 

Jv ὡς διὰ ε ἐ[τ]ῶν 

κ]αὶ ἁγνισθησο[μέ]νων, 
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Vr 132: 

Fr. 134. 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

Two fragments perhaps from this column. 

Jeldanl 
] 
“yer 
] 

Io 

15 

] 
Ἰασταλιονφῖ 

Ἰστινδαπολλωΐ 

ικαδ 

Ἰαιανδρωνεκδι[ 

ἸιΤεκδεκρητησσῖ 

20 

Fr. 133. 

Fr. 131, Col. ii. 

- [JeAal 
εμῖ. .Ἰιδοῖ 

τησμι[ 

λεγεταῖ 

γνὰμπτί 

ψαντεσαιΐ 

πατηρδειΐ 

καιχρυσοΐ 

ἄγήσεται"τί 

πολιᾶοχί 

αστοισιτεῖ 

Eevoxad| 

τακΐΪ 

ἐσταῖ 

ἐμονΐ 

τινμεῖ. . “Ἱρμινιμῖ 

ἐμινδεπαί Ἰκέινοιϊ 

ζευχθεῖσαπί Ἰοβώμί 

viovértrég[.|-rova . [ 

κλυτομᾶντιεστῶιδι 

Fr. 135. 

woul 
Ἴιτανδῖ 

Ἰτονΐ 

Ἰοτὴ 
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15 

ἄντ. ὃ 

20 

Fr. 134. 

Col. ii. 
. LJaAAL 

εμῖ. .)dof 

τῆς pl 

Aéyerale 

γναμπτί 

ψαντες atl 

πατὴρ δειΐ 

καὶ χρυσοΐ 

ἁγήσεται: τὶ 

πολιάοχί 

ἀστοῖσι τεῖ 

ξενοκαδὶ 

τακί 

coral 

ἐμὸν [ 

τὶν μὲϊν πά]ρ μιν ἱμ[ερ (9) 

ἐμὶν δὲ πὰ[ρῚ Keivols ... 

ζευχθεῖσα πἰρ]οβώμ[ιος ... 

υἱὸν ἔτι τέξ[ε]ι: τὸν a.[ 

κλυτομάντιες τῷ δὶ 

] 
ΚἸαστάλιον φί 

ἔ]στιν δ᾽ ᾿Απόλλωϊν 

ἰκαδίιο (?) 

κ]αὶ ἀνδρῶν ἐκδι[κ 

Ἰιτί ) ἐκ δὲ Κρήτης of 

77 



78 THE OXYRHYNCHUS. PAPYRI 

5. ]:δελφοιοθενκαικί 5 Ἰροσὶ 

Ἰνόμώνυμοϊ eae 

|e θηβαιοισπροσῖ 

] 
Joo “εικαδιοσαριδ.. [ 

το ἢ 

Ιν 

IM TB 5 gc μην τὰς ged Fr. 128. - 

ΠῚ 15 Ἰαμον.Ἰισμῖ 

Ἰτεισμί Ἰερχεῖ ] 
ὑπὸ τ ' 

Ἰσκαι 

Fr. 139 : 

ote cag ες ] 

xa. Ἰστοντησαυλιδοσποῖ 

Ἰτηναυλιδακατοικουσινμαντευεῖ 

Fragments which may belong to either C or 10. 

πα δ. eee ee Ἔχ ΤΑ τ γος ἘΣ ean Br 1430. 

] : le Jezel ear [ Jo-daref 

ἹἸξειρί t ᾿ 

Ἱκτεινῖ 
Ἰυρησὶ aang act 
γῖ ak 

ἘΠ 144... ᾿ς τος’ τ τ ΤΥ ΤΙΣ 

τ Ἰωκισί ὍΝ 

Ἱκεασί Jeror{ Jeol lev [ 
Jrevropew[. je [ Jdeor[ rec Jo7[ 

εὖ [Jeo -[ | Ἰάβοϊ ἫΝ 
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5 olf Δελφοὶ ὅθεν καὶ κί 

Ἰν ὁμώνυμοϊ 

Ἰς Θηβαίοις προσ 

] 
Jos. εἰκάδιος ᾿Αρίσ(ταρχος 1). [ 

10 ] 

vp 

Fr. 137. . heme ic ἘΠ gen se τὰν, is. fy δὸς 
1δ᾽ ποτ]αμόν [τ᾽] Ἰσμ[ηνὸν (7) 

1 ἔρχεσθαι (Ὁ) ] 

Ἴς καὶ 

Jo( ) καὶ [et]s τὸν τῆς Αὔλιδος ποϊρθμὸν( 3) 

Tots] τὴν Αὔλιδα κατοικοῦσιν μαντεύεσθαι (1) 

Fr. 144. 

Ἱκεασί 
Jre ὑπομεῖν[αἾι. 

Ἰλεσα = (Jao. 

] 
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ΒΕ 8. Σ΄ Be Ἐν τὸς ee ρθουν Fr. 151. 

1. daof Ἰαν ] 

Εἰ ἀπ τς ΕΠ ΡοΣ τοῦ: ἘΡΥΓΩ: τ΄: ΕΥ. 155. 

οὐ αἱ Jo, 1 κι 

vif kort 

Fr. 156. Fr. 157 : Fr. 158. 

i Ἱανεμῖ 1. af 
]- Af 
1. εσί 

Brito. ς΄ οὔ δ TT 4 a Fr. 161. 

Ἰαχρῆοτί Ἰτεῖ Ἰτοσισμί 

] 1:1 ] ἐμῶν, : 

Fr. 162. 

prada . [ 
] ενκαιπόρονα[ 

] tour’ καὶ 

] 

I. For tHe THEBANS. 

1-10. ‘ Ere the pains of old age draw nigh let a man clothe his mind with cheerfulness 
and be content in due measure, seeing the power that is set in his house. Oh joy! 
Now the consummating year and the Hours, children of Themis, have come to the horse- 
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OMED OY mile ea, ἘΠῚ r6iy τς : 
Ἰαχρηί ) οτί Jros Ἰσμἴην (?) 

] ] 
] ] 

Fr. 162. 

ra λίαν . 
1 ἐν καὶ πόρον αἴ 

] τουτί ) κα 

loving city of Thebes, bringing Apollo’s garlanded feast. May he long crown the 
generations of the citizens with the flowers of sobriety and good government.’ 

1. The letter before the lacuna may also be o, For πρὶν... πρίν cf. Pyth. ii. g1-2 
πρόσθε... πρίν. 

G 
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3. ἰδὼν κιτιλ. seems to be epexegetical of ἐπὶ μέτρα, i.e. the more a man has the 
greater should be his thankfulness. οἰκόθετος is a new compound. 

6 Θεμίγονοι: cf. Pind. Fr. 30 Θέμιν... ἄλοχον Aids . . .d δὲ τὰς χρυσάμπυκας ἀγλαοκάρπους 
τίκτεν ἀλαθέας “Ὥρας. 

8. δαῖτα φιλησιστέφανον : i.e. the festival of the Daphnephoria, which was celebrated 
at Thebes in honour of Apollo Ismenius every ninth year; cf. Frs. 107 and 129-31. 

9. [τὰ]ν δέ; or [ralySe, which Prof. Bury would prefer. For ἐρέπτοι cf. Pyth. iv. 240 
ee hone 

στεφάνοισί τέ νιν ποίας ἔρεπτον. 

II. For tHe ABDERITES. 

1-5. ‘Abderus with breastplate of brass, son of the Naiad Thronia and Poseidon, 
beginning from thee I will pursue this paean for the Ionian folk, hard by the shrine of 
Apollo of Derenus and Aphrodite. . .’ 

1-2. This statement of the parentage of Abderus differs from the common version, 
according to which he was a son of Hermes (Steph. Byz. s. v.”A@8npa, Apollodor. B76/. ii. 
5. 8). [Ναΐδ)ος is due to Bury; it would be natural to make the paramour of Poseidon 
a Naiad. Some such epithet as εὐκλέος would also be suitable, but that word is too long for 
the space. Abderus is said to have been beloved by Heracles, who founded in his honour 
the city of Abdera after he had been killed by the horses of the Thracian king Diomedes. 
It is noteworthy that, while Apollodorus /.¢. calls Abderus Aoxpés ἐξ ᾿Οποῦντος, according 
to the Tabula Farnesiana (C. I. G. 5984, c. 12 sqq.) he was a Θρονικός, i.e. a native of the 
Opuntian Thronium. That city was supposed to have been named after the nymph 
Thronia (Schol. 14. B 533), and the statement of the Tab. Farn. evidently reflects the same 
version of the legend as that here followed by Pindar. 

θώρακος was no doubt followed by other words, though there is a short blank space 
after it; πατρίου was written by a different hand. 

3. [σέθ]εν is used as in Wem. i. 4 Addov κασιγνήτα, σέθεν ἁδυεπὴς ὕμνος ὁρμᾶται θέμεν αἶνον, 

the termination - θεν having its proper ablatival meaning, ἀπὸ σοῦ τὴν ἀρχὴν λαβών as the 
scholiast rightly remarks. ἄποικοι γάρ «.7.A. explains Ido. For the colonization of 
Abdera by the Teians in the middle of the sixth century B.c. cf. Hdt. i, 168, Strabo 
xiv. p. 644. 

4. [dJoéo: cf. Simonides Fr. 29 καμπύλον μέλος διώκων, and Isthm. ili. 21 (iv. 3) ἀρετὰς 
ὕμνῳ διώκειν. μὲ could be read in place of the doubtful o, but [παι]ᾶν᾽ ἀϊνα)μίξω, though 
it might be supported by an appeal e.g. to Zs/hm. vi. 2 δεύτερον κρατῆρα Μοισαίων μελέων 
κίρναμεν, is less suitable to [σέθἢεν. 

5. [Δή]ρηνον : cf. Pindar Fr. 63 (schol. ad Lycophron Alex. 440 Anpaivov κύνες) Δήραινος" 

τόπος οὕτω καλούμενος ἐν ᾿Αβδήροις, ἔνθα Δηραίνου ᾿Απόλλωνος ἱερόν ἐστιν, οὗ μνημονεύει καὶ Πίνδαρος 
ἐν Παιᾶσιν. The majority of the MSS. οἵ Lycophron show the spelling Δηραίνου, one, Par. A, 
having Aep. A supplement of three letters would suit the papyrus better than one of only 
two, but there is hardly any difference in the space occupied by 7 and ε΄. There was 
perhaps a reference to the temple after [ὅπου [, as in the scholium on Lycophron J. ¢. 

The papyrus consistently makes this verse end with two short syllables in synaphia 
with the verse following; the division adopted in the text at the fourth syllable of 1. 6 
has the advantage of placing the sy//ada anceps at the end of the verse. An apparently 
mistaken division occurs also in the fourth line of the epode ; cf. note on]. 25. 

24-36. ‘. . . I dwell in this vine-bearing fruitful land of Thrace; may mighty time 
in future days ne'er weary of a stable course forme. Young is my city, yet I have seen 
my mother’s mother stricken with foemen’s fire. But if a man in succour of his friends 
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fiercely withstands the enemy, his efforts coming to the conflict in season bring peace. 
O Paean, to whom we cry, we cry! may Paean never leave us.’ 

24. vaio: the speaker is the personified Abdera. 
25. The marginal « marks the gooth line; cf. introd. and 659. 67. We transpose 

-σάν τε καί to this verse in order to avoid the internal hiatus καὶ εὔκαρπον. 
26-7. Cf. Οἱ. viii. 28-9 ὁ δ᾽ ἐπαντέλλων χρόνος τοῦτο πράσσων μὴ κάμοι, and for ἔμπεδος, 

Wem. vii. 5 Μοῖρα τέλος ἔμπεδον ὥρεξε. 

28--0. ματρὸς ματέρ᾽ ἐμᾶς : i.e, Athens, which took a prominent part in the colonization 
of Teos (Strabo xiv. p. 633, Pausan. vii. 3. 6) which in turn was the parent-city of Abdera 
(ef. schol. on 1. 3 above). The meaningless erexoy of the papyrus requires some such 
emendation as that adopted in the text. The mark of length enclosed between two dots 
over the second syllable of ἔμπαν was intended to replace or to be an alternative to the 
quantity mark first written. The ais long in ἔμπαν, short in ἔμπα. Lither a long or short 
syllable would be admissible at this point; cf. 1. 65. For eA{ Bury suggests ἐλ[ζινύοι as 
a gloss on κάμοι. 

31. ἀρκέων is to be scanned as a disyllable. The marginal note ἐὰν ἐν καιζρῷ is a 
paraphrase of the text and may be restored in various ways. 

32. Cf. Pyth. viii. 10-1 τραχεῖα δυσμενέων ὑπαντιάξαισα κράτε. The interlinear ἔ, 
signifying a variant ὑπαντιάξει, is not certainly by the first hand; the present tense is 
probably sound. In the marginal note opposite this line (and also in that on 1. 34) it 
is not clear whether δύναται is used impersonally = ‘The sense of the passage is,’ as 
apparently in the scholium on ]. 36, or whether 6 μόχθος is the subject, for which cf. 1. 73 
δύναται φύρσει ἀποκτενεῖ. 

34. For καταβαίνων here cf. Pyth. viii. 78 μέτρῳ καταβαίνειν, though whether the verb 
in these two passages means ‘to descend into the arena’ or has a wider sense ‘to 
proceed’ (with seasonableness or moderation), is uncertain. The former meaning is very 
appropriate in the present context. 

37-8. The scholium [8uU]varoa. . . . λῆμμα apparently refers to ἀλκᾷ, though it does 
not seem very apposite. Perhaps ἢ should be read for 4; of the following letter only the 
barest vestige remains, but this, so far as it goes, suits the base of a τ In the second 
scholium we suppose that καὶ, which is in a different hand from that of Θέω(ν) .. . ἀπάταις, 
indicates a variant ἀλκᾷ for the ἀλκαί of the text; cf. 1. 40 δᾶιοις, IV. 4 σατο. It is true 
that there is only a very slight remnant of the supposed mark of short quantity above 
αλκαι, but there is certainly a trace of ink which it is not easy to interpret otherwise. The 
remainder of the note cites in comparison another passage of Pindar (Fr. 213), to which 
may be added Jsthm. v. 44-5 τετείχισται δὲ πάλαι πύργος ὑψηλαῖς ἀρεταῖς ἀναβαίνειν. Why 
the citation is introduced by the word @ew(v) is not clear. Possibly θεῶν occurred 
in the lacuna before aixé. To connect @ew(v) with καὶ and suppose a crasis of καὶ αἰθέων 
is unsatisfactory on account of (1) the difference in the hands, (2) the absence of diaeresis 
over 1, (3) the difficulty of completing the sentence [— ὦ ζαϊθέων]. A better hypothesis, 
we think, is to regard Θέω(ν) as a critic who read ἀλκᾷ; cf. the references to Zenodotus 
and others in Il. 61, IV. 58, ἄς. The grammarian Theon, who flourished about the time 
of Augustus, wrote commentaries on poets, and it has been argued from an allusion in 
Schol. ΟἹ v. 42 that these included a work on Pindar; cf. Susemihl, Gesch. der Griech. 
Litt. ii. pp. 215-7. This view is now corroborated by the papyrus. ὕψιστον in the citation 
is inferior to the ordinary reading ὕψιον and is probably due to the occurrence of ὕψιστον 
in 1. 38, where the superlative is appropriate. At the end of that line |a is most 
probably the termination of a verb, and ἵστατ᾽αι (Bury) has the advantage of being possible 
with either ἀλκαί or d\xG. Other possibilities are yiver|a: or perhaps ἔσσεται, though a future 

G2 
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is not so natural; verbs like αἴρεται or βάλλεται would necessarily involve ἀλκᾷς The 
supposed a may, however, be », though that is a less suitable reading. 

39-44. Bury proposes to restore these lines as follows: μάρναμαι μὰν [εὐτλάμοσι δάοἤις" 
[ἕρκος δὲ Ποσ᾽ ειδάνιοϊν γ]ένος ἵππων [μέγα"] τῶν γὰρ ἀντομένων [πόλεμον ἄντα] φέρεσθαι ἱκραιπνόν, 

πυρὸς @|s σέλας. For ἀντομένων πόλεμον cf. Mem. i. 67-8 ὅταν Oeot . . . μάχαν ἀντιάζωσιν, and 
for dvropévov ... ἄντα, [sthm. vii. 28 λοιγὸν ἄντα φέρων (Ὁ) ἐναντίῳ στρατῷς This ingenious 
restoration is attractive, but it is not very close to what the scholiast gives as τὸ νόημα. In 
1. 44 the vestige before σέλας would suit σ, but a supplement of 14 letters is rather long ; 
κραιπνοί would be slightly shorter and perhaps clearer. In 1. 41 on the other hand μέγα 
is hardly sufficient. 

40. The marginal ϑαίοις with mark of length above a drew attention to the disyllabic 
scansion of the word in this passage, as also in /Vem. viii. 28. There is no necessity to assume 
that the « was wrongly marked with a diaeresis in the text. 

41. Cf. Οἱ v. 21 Ποσειδανίαισιν ἵπποις ἐπιτερπόμενον, and the reference to ἣ ἵππος in 
the scholium opposite ll. 43 sqq. At the beginning of the verse Blass suggested τιμῶ δέ, 
For the metrical arrangement of the lines here cf. 1. 5, note. 

46. φθονεῖ suggests that | μανίει not |tuay ἵει is the right division. μανίειν is not found 
elsewhere in Pindar, but paws occurs in Pysh. iv. 159. 

48. The scholium here is difficult and apparently corrupt (cf. Il. 57-8, note), and 
owing to the mutilation of the passage to which it refers emendation is hazardous. The 
termination of the participles in the second line is probably -tas rather than -τες ; either 
ὑβρίσαι or ὑβρίσει may be read, and ἐπιτιθεμένη is just possible in place of ἐπιτίθε(σθαι) 
ἂν 7, but the letters μεν would be run together in an abnormal manner. None of these readings, 
however, produces a straightforward sentence, though the general sense is evident, that 
internal sedition gives external enemies their opportunity. στασιάζοντας καὶ πολιτεύοντας 
might be interpreted in the sense of the revolutionaries and the Government, but it is 
not improbable that some word like διαφόρως (Blass) has dropped out after πολιτε[ύ]οντας. 
To the emendation ἐπιτίθε(σθαι) ἂν (ety there is the objection that the object of ἐπιτίθεσθαι 
should be in the dative, not the accusative, and that either craowovow δὲ καὶ πολιτεύουσιν 
(διαφόρως) Or στασιαζόντων δὲ καὶ πολιτευόντων (διαφόρως would be expected. Another remedy 

would be to alter δέ to τε and make τοὺς... στασιάζοντάς (r)e καὶ πολιτεύοντας the subject 
of ὑβρίσαι, inserting ὥστε (Bury) before πολλῷ. μᾶλλον... ἢ ὀξέως would then mean 
‘with more energy, or quickly. This also, however, is hardly convincing; perhaps the 
corruption goes deeper, and something like εἰ ἡ ὕβρις (αἱρήσγει τοὺς ἐν τῇ πόλει στασ. (re 
καὶ (διαφόρως) πολιτ., πολλῷ μᾶλλον τοὺς ἐπ. ἐπιτίθ, ἂν (εἴδη ὀξέως was really intended. For the 
omission of ἄν with εἴη ὑβρίσαι cf. e.g. Schol. ad Soph. O. 7. 175 ἄλλον ἐπ᾽ ἄλλῳ ἴδοι. A 
dot over the u of uBpioa possibly represents a diaeresis. The first a in στασιαΐοντας 
was altered from an t. 

Whichever view of the scholium be preferred, it seems likely that ὕβρις or ὑβρίζειν 
occurred in the text; cf. the antithesis of τὸ δ᾽ εὐβουλίᾳ «.r.d. in 1]. 50-2 with the opposition 
in Ol. xiii. 6-10 of "YBpis to Εὐνομία the daughter of εὔβουλος Θέμις. Bury considers that 
ὀξύς in some form may also be restored, and suggests [μή ποθ᾽ ὕβρις ἑλοῖσα τόνδε λ]αὸν 
ἀστῶν ἰδύσηρις ὀξέας | πολεμίους émaylo. This may well be the sense, and it is highly 
probable that Jo: in 1. 50 is an optative termination; but the disparity in the length of the 
supplements proposed for ll. 48 and 50 is too great. 

50-72. ‘But the heart devoted to prudence and modesty ever enjoys gentle peace. 
Such may heaven bestow; the hostile envy of those who are long since dead has now 
passed away; and it is right that a man should take to his forbears a lot rich in glory. 
They gained by war a bountiful Jand and stored up wealth beyond the borders of Strymon, 
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the hallowed nurse of wild Paeonian warriors; but an adverse fate fell on them. Yet they 
endured, and the gods at last joined in accomplishing their desire. He who has wrought 
a good deed is made illustrious with praise; and to them came surpassing glory against 
the foe before Melamphyllum. O Paean, to whom we cry, we cry! may Paean never 
leave us.’ 

50. The letters Ac in ευβουλιαι are corrected. 
52. For ἐγκείμενον cf. 659. 48 (Pindar, Partheneton) ὧν θάλεσσιν ἔγκειμαι, and for θάλλει 

Pyth. Xi. 53 μακροτέρῳ ὄλβῳ τεθαλότα. αἰεί is the correct Pindaric form when the first syllable 
is long. 

54-6. The φθόνος is that of the gods, traceable in the early vicissitudes of the colony ; 
cf. 1]. 63-5 and Pyth. x. 20 φθονεραῖς ἐκ θεῶν μετατροπίαις. The schol. takes ray. ..as equivalent 
to ἐπὶ τοῖς. . ., but the genitive is more naturally explained as simply objective. The 
reading of the third line of the note is far from secure. The second ο of προθανόντων in|. 56 
of the text is corrected from ε. 

57-8. The meaning is that the descendant of ancestors who had shown such a good 
example should himself carry to them the tribute of a nobly spent life. Cf. Mem. vi. 46 
ἐπεί σφιν (sc. the bards) Αἰακίδαι ἔπορον ἔξοχον αἷσαν ἀρετὰς ἀποδεικνύμενοι μεγάλας, which 
the scholiast explains ἐπειδὴ αὐτοῖς χορηγίαν παρέχουσιν ἐπαίνων οἱ Αἰακίδαι. The scholium 
on the present passage Sei [τοῖς ἄ θλ(οις) κιτιλ. gives a practical interpretation which diverges 
rather widely from the general precept of the text, though it is not out of harmony with the spirit 
of the passage. It seems necessary to suppose an omission of the final s of τοὺς and 
μέλίλον)τας ; for other mistakes in the marginalia cf. 1. 64 and note on 1. 48. 

61. ἐνκατέθηκαν: cf. Theognis 276 χρήματα δ᾽ ἐγκαταθῇς. The interlinear insertion 
apparently indicates the not very important fact that a critic whose name began with 
Ar wrote ἐγκατέθηκαν. Which of the commentators on Pindar is meant is however 
not clear; the name is nowhere written out in full, and several other abbreviations occur, 
which may or may not refer to the same person. In the present passage there is ap with 
an angular mark above p, in Fr. 134. 9 (cf. Frs. 82. 35, 94. 3, and 129-31. i) apy”; elsewhere 
we find a or ap followed by a » having a vertical stroke drawn through the middle: 
for the former cf. II. 75, VI. 89, for the latter VI. 181. αἱ in VIII. 35 may also well be 
one or other of these forms. If they all represent a single name, then that of Aristophanes 
of Byzantium is the most probable. But since Aristarchus, Aristodemus, and Aristonicus 
were also Pindaric critics who are quoted in the extant scholia, and four different compendia 
occur in the papyrus, it is not impossible that there may be references to all four scholars. 
At any rate it seems preferable to differentiate the group having a ν΄, and here there is 
the choice between Aristophanes and Aristonicus, a grammarian who flourished under 
Augustus and therefore not too late to be mentioned in this manuscript; cf. the possible 
allusion in II. 37 to his contemporary Theon. On the whole we are inclined in view of the 
greater importance of Aristarchus and Aristophanes to suppose that ap and apio stand for 
the former, apy’ and ay’ for the latter. Some support for the expansion of apy’ as Aristophanes 
is to be found in the Paris Aleman papyrus, where in ii. 3 the analogous compendium 
apiX no doubt stands for ᾿Αρίσταρχος, apior® in i. 32 probably representing ᾿Αριστοφάνης. 

63. For τροφοῦ cf. Pyth. ii. 1-2 Συράκοσαι. , . ἀνδρῶν ἵππων τε σιδαροχαρμᾶν δαιμόνιαι 
τροφοί and VI. 14 below. The scholium on ἄλλα x.r.A. apparently refers to the failure 
of a previous attempt by Timesius of Clazomenae to establish a colony at Abdera, 
recorded in Hdt. i. 168 Τιμήσιος κτίσας οὐκ ἀπόνητο ἀλλ᾽ ὑπὸ Θρηΐκων ἐξελαθείς ...; οἵ. 
ll. 54-6, note. 

65. τελο[ῦσιν : or τέλοϊς ἐπέθηκαν ὃ 
67. The final ν of ευαγοριαισιν has been deleted (by the first hand ?) by a cross-stroke 
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and a dot placed above, but is necessary for the metre. φλέγειν intr. has a similar sense in 
Nem. vi. 38 παρὰ Κασταλίαν τε Χαρίτων ἑσπέριος ὁμάδῳ φλέγεν. 

69. Μελάμφυλλον is not otherwise known. According to Pliny, H. WV. iv. 11. 18, 
Melamphyllus was the name of a Thracian mountain, and possibly this is here 
meant. 

73-80. ‘“ But they shall put him to confusion when he has come near the river, matched 
with a small array against a great host.” It fell out on the first day of the month; and the 
rosy-footed maiden, kindly Hecate, brought tidings of the word which was about to come 
to pass. And with her.. 2 

73-5. The future indicative in φύρσει seems unintelligible except on the view that these 
three lines give the substance of an ancient oracle, which Blass suggested may have run 
in some such form as ἀλλ᾽ ὁπόταν ποταμῷ σχεδὸν ἔλθῃ δὴ τότε φύρσει ἔντεσι σὺν βαιοῖσι πολὺν 
στρατόν... The author or occasion of the prognostication was probably named in the 
lost marginal note opposite ]. 73. The second o of podovra was. corrected from a and 
the final a has also been altered. ἐν is a Doric form for ἐόν : cf. e.g. (. 1. G. 5774.117, &c. 
évres, Aleman af. Eustath. Od. p. 1787. 43 παρέντων, If our reading is correct, the form 
in the present passage had the sanction of Aristophanes (?), there being also a variant ἕν, 
of which the meaning is not easy to see. The supposed a is however doubtful, the 
remains being an oblique stroke which might be taken for a grave accent. But a grave 
accent here would be mistaken, and the papyrus is distinctly rubbed, while the analogy of 
VI. 89 is strongly in favour of the reading in the text. 

Bury suggests that the word beginning with o in the scholium here and at I. 105 may 
be the name of the people with whom Abdera was at war, and proposes to make them 
the Thracian Odomanti ; but the vestige of the letter after o does not well suit ὃ. 

44. φοινικόπεζα is applied to Demeter in OV. vi. 94, where the epithet has been supposed 
by Boeckh and other critics to refer to the red colours of harvest ; but no such allusion can 
be claimed in the case of Hecate, and no doubt in both passages the adjective is used like 
ῥοδόπηχυς of personal charms simply. 

In the first line of the scholium the letters taken for edd are blotted and apparently 
corrected ; perhaps μάχηϊν was the word intended. 

79. ἐθέλοντα = μέλλοντα, a use which, though not actually found in Pindar, has good 
classical support, e.g. Hdt. i. 109 εἰ θελήσει ἀναβῆναι ἡ τυραννίς. The scholiast gives an 
erroneous interpretation. ἀν(τὶ τοῦ) (cf. VI. 59, Paris Alcman iii. 11) is written av™ 
in Fr. 84. ro and IX. 35. 

81. The object of καλέοντι is probably Apollo, and ἑκατα-[βόλ]ε, as Bury suggests, 
is a likely supplement. 

96-108. ‘...the songs invoke (Apollo) on fragrant Pindus, and by the lofty rocks 
of Parnassus the glancing-eyed maidens of Delphi set the fleet-footed dance and sing 
a sweet strain with resonant voice. And for me, O Abderus, accomplishing gracious glory 
of noble deeds, may you prosper the horse-loving host with a final war. O Paean, to whom 
we cry, we cry! may Paean never leave us.’ 

97-102. Cf. VI. 15-8. ἀμφί in |. 97 does not imply more than vicinity, the scene of the 
choruses being of course Delphi. 

98. 7 in ὑψηλαισ was altered from an a. 
99. [ἑλιϊκώπι[δε]ς (cf. Pyth. vi. 1 ἑλικώπιδος ᾿Αφροδίτας) is a very doubtful restoration. 
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The accent and the π᾿ are on the main fragment, the κω being on a smaller detached strip 
which extends from this point as far as 1. 106 ἴωι mpof{ ; and though metre and sense 
make the place of this strip in Col. viii sufficiently secure, its exact position at ]. 99 is 
not certain. The recto being blank gives no assistance. The objection to the reading 
kom is that the accent would be expected to fall more to the right than it actually does ; 
of the letter before the supposed @ only a tip remains, and ἔωπ would be palaeographically 
rather more satisfactory. The letter after πὶ is represented by the merest speck. It must 
also be noticed that the supplement [e:] scarcely fills the lacuna, and [καλυ]κώπιδες (Bury ; 
cf. Homer, H. Dem. 8, &c.) would in this respect be more suitable, though on the other hand 
in ll. 102 and 104 also somewhat short supplements in a similar position seem to be justified 
by the context. 

100. χαλ[κέᾳ] can hardly be avoided, for χλαΐ, which might be read, gives no possible 
word. Though at first sight a not very appropriate epithet to apply to the song of maidens, 
a good parallel to χαλ[κέᾳ) here occurs in Anth. Pal. ix. 505. 15 σκέπτεο χαλκεόφωνον 
ἐπισπέρχουσαν ἀοιδὴν Μελπομένην, while the use of χάλκεος of the human voice is as old as 
Homer, e.g. E 785 Στέντορι. . . χαλκεοφώνῳ, Σ 222 ὕπα χάλκεον Αἰακίδαο. Cf. the name 
Χαλκιόπη, and III. 94, where χαλκέοπα apparently occurs. 

IOI. xehadleiv}re: or κελαδί ἐονἾτε ; but the papyrus gives κροτεῦντι in VI. 18, and cf. 
Bacchyl. viii. 43 οἰκεῦσι. κ of γλυκὺν is over an erasure. 

102-3. The right restoration of this passage is not obvious. If the emendation 
προβι[β]άζοι were adopted in ]. 106 (cf. note ad /oc.) a satisfactory sense would be obtained 
by reading [γᾶν εἸὐκλέα [τὰν σὰϊν χάριν ; cf. the conjunction of χθόνα and στρατόν in IV. 42, 
and ὑμετέραν χάριν in VIII. 37. But the word at the end of |. 102, where a bacchius is 
required after δέ, would remain a problem, Before the lacuna any round letter may stand, 
ε, 6, 0, σ, ᾧ, Or w, and the letter preceding, if not ε, must be a, next to which is part of 
a vertical stroke suggesting « or v; further to the left the top of an acute accent is 
recognizable. The meaning of χάριν moreover is quite uncertain, and the word may well 
be taken with εἸὐκλέα, when it might mean ‘gladness,’ as in Pindar Fr. 75. 2 ier’ ἐν χορόν 
(cf. 1. 99 above), ᾿Ολύμπιοι, ἔπι τε κλυτὰν πέμπετε χάριν, θεοί, or ‘glory,’ as in Jsthm, 11. 19 
kNewais . . . χαρίτεσσιν, or even ‘song,’ as in Οἱ. x. 78-9 ἐπωνυμίαν χάριν... κελαδησόμεθα 
βροντάν, &c.; for εὐκλέα in connexion with the last sense cf. e.g. Wem. vii. 16 «Avrais ἐπέων 

ἀοιδαῖς. Possibly, indeed, the marginal τ(ὴν) ὠδήν really alludes to χάριν, though being on 
a level with 1. ro2 this gloss is more naturally referred to [νόμ]ον. The reconstruction 
adopted in the text was suggested by Bury; it is close to the data of the papyrus and 
appropriate in itself, though καί in 1. 104 seems rather otiose. ἐμοίί of course is Abdera. 

104. The second z in ἱπποχάρμαν seems to have been corrected. 
105. Perhaps [otp|ia, as Blass suggested, though this produces a mixture of metaphors, 

and barely fills the lacuna (cf., however, note on 1.99); Bury would prefer [a β]ᾳ. On the 
allusion in πολέμῳ τελευταίῳ cf. introd. p. 17. 

106. Blass wished to omit the final s of προβι[β]άζοις and so make Apollo the subject 
instead of Abderus. This may be right, but the mutilation of ll. 102-5 renders the 
correction hazardous. Our restoration assumes that the text is sound. 

Fr. 5. The fifth line shows that this fragment belongs to the foregoing paean, and it 
may come either from Col. ii or Col. vii. L. 5, however, cannot be brought into direct 
connexion with Fr. 2, i. 1 by reading ᾿Αβδίήροις. 

Ill. 

4. Ἰοζί : there has perhaps been some correction, but o is clear. 
8-9. Oudevra... ἰβωμόν: cf. Pindar Fr. 75. 3 ἄστεος ὀμφαλὸν θυόεντα. 
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12. There is a small mark rather high above the o of αοιδαις, but it may be 
meaningless. 

13. τίν: Apollo is addressed, χρυσοῖ being an epithet like χρυσότοξε or χρυσοκόμα 
Or xpucoyaira. There would not be room for a broader letter than « between 7 and ν. 

15. Σελάνας : a mention of the moon-goddess seems appropriate in this context. The 
epithet ἑλικάμπυξ is applied to Semele in the only other passage where it occurs in Pindar 
Fr. 75. 20). 

17. ae line is the tooth from II. 25, which is marked in the papyrus as the gooth 
line in the roll, and therefore « (= 1000) would be expected to appear in the margin here. 
Presumably it was inserted at the top of following (lost) column. The extent of the gap 
after 1.17 is accurately determined by the occurrence of » (= 1200) in the margin opposite 
1.7 of VI. Of the intervening 200 lines, 125 are accounted for in the papyrus ; there are 
therefore (assuming that the p is correctly placed with relation to the. at II. 25) 75 lines 
missing, i.e. 5 columns of 15 lines each. Since the strophe of III contains at least 
18 lines, it is improbable that the 1oz lines which separate II and IV were divided 
among two poems, and it may be safely concluded that the first ro lines of Col. xv 
belong to IIL. 

94. χαλκ]έοπ᾽ : cf. note on II. roo. The superscribed variant αὐλῶν is more probably 
right than αὐλόν. 

95. Schol. The letter between the supposed and u seems to have been altered, but 
is probably intended for o; there is not room for [kt|tNov. ὃ might replace Δ, and perhaps 
ἰδοῦ should be read. 

99. Ἰολατί... .] may well be -o:Jo Λατ[οῦς], but a combination with Fr. 28 ὦ βαθυζ[ώνοι]ο 
Λατοῦς] | ἰήιε παῖ ie Pindar Fr. 89 βαθύζωνόν τε Λατώ) is shown by the recto to be inad- 
missible. Fr. 47 (βαθ]υζών[οι]ο) is also unsuitable. 

ror. |do[rje: or 1δ᾽ dye? 

IV. For tHe Crans to DE os. 

1-2. Blass suggests the very attractive restoration [Τὸν ἀκειρεκόμαν τε καὶ] Αρτεμιν, 
[ὦ Δᾶλε, Λατώ re χορε]ύσομαι, comparing Jsthm. i. 7-8 καὶ τὸν ἀκειρεκόμαν Φοῖβον χορεύων ev Kew 
ἀμφιρύτᾳ σὺν ποντίοις ἀνδράσιν, which is most probably a reference to the present paean. 
The future χορεύσομαι occurs in Aesch. Ag. 31. 

3. Jos is probably the termination of a participle -όμεν]ος. 
4. The adscript σατο indicates a variant ἑδνώσατο. It is in a different hand from the 

rest of the note; cf. p. 15. 
12. The accent on ἀγακλεα is somewhat doubtful. 
13. The sense of the scholium is plain, though its right restoration is a matter of 

uncertainty. The slight vestiges before va suit » better than a, and μία is therefore pre- 
ferable to Καρθ]αία. 

14. ἐλα]χύνωτον : or βρα]χύνωτον (oracle ap. Strabo vi. 262), when some other supple- 
ment than ἀλαθέως, which is somewhat long for the supposed size of the lacuna, will become 
necessary. 

15. It is noticeable that the letters ὠνοσα occur in the same position of the correspond- 
ing verse of the second strophe, |. 36. 

16. Perhaps med]éxew: cf. 1. 37 where πεδέχειν stands in a corresponding verse, and 
note on 1. 15. 

20. ἰχθύσιν is an allusion to the fishing industry of the Ceans; cf. the passage from 
Isthm. i quoted in note on Il. 1-2. 
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21-53. ‘ Verily though I live on a rock I am known for prowess in Hellenic contests, 
and known for some display of the Muses’ art; verily too my acres bear a measure of 
Bacchus’ life-giving cure in extremity. I have not horses nor share in the pasturage 
of kine ; but neither would Melampus leave his fatherland to lord it in Argos, nor lay aside 
his gift of divination. Hail, hail, O Paean! The city and comrades of a man’s home and 
his kinsmen are dear, and bring contentment. In happiness remote from foolish men 
I praise the words of lord Euxantius, who when his fellows were eager refused to rule or 
to take the seventh share of a hundred cities along with the sons of Pasiphaé; and he 
spake to them his prophecy: “I fear war with Zeus, I fear the crashing Shaker of Earth. 
With thunderbolt and trident sent they once the land and its whole host to the depths 
of Tartarus, but left my mother and all her well-fenced house. Then shall I, in pursuit of 
wealth and thrusting aside into utter neglect the decree of the blessed ones for our country, 
have elsewhere a great possession? How would this be quite secure for me? Dwell 
not, my heart, on the cypress-grove, dwell not on the pastures of Ida! To me little is 
given, a mere shrub of oak, but I have no lot in trouble or strife.”’ 

22-3. For the hypallage of ‘EAAaviow which in sense belongs to ἀέθλων cf. e.g. 
Pyth. vi. 5 Πυθιόνικος ὕμνων θησαυρός. The athletic prowess of the Ceans is emphasized 
in Bacchyl. ii. 6 sqq. ὅσ᾽ ἐν κλεεννῷ αὐχένι Iobpod .. . ἐπεδείξαμεν ἑβδομήκοντα σὺν στεφάνοισιν, 
vi. 5-7 Κέον ἄεισάν ποτ᾽ ᾿Ολυμπίᾳ πύξ τε καὶ στάδιον κρατεῖ σαν]; their service to the Muses was 
witnessed by the illustrious names of Simonides and Bacchylides. 

24. The scribe at this point changed or mended his pen; the writing in the first three 
lines of the column is markedly larger and coarser than those which follow. 

25. Only a tip of the letter before καὶ remains, but 7 is not enough to fill the space, 
and 4 was probably written by mistake, although the smooth breathing shows that there 
was no confusion with 7. The breathing, however, is imperfectly preserved, and might be 
taken for the second half of a superscribed 7, in which case something other than 7 must 
be supposed to have stood before και. 

Ata[viclov: we owe this reading to Mr. Nairn, who suggested Διοίνύσ]ου, comparing 
Bacchyl. vi. 5 ἀμπελοτρόφον Κέον. After δὲ any round letter would suit the remains, but 
only o or ὦ will give any likely word. δΔιόϊθεν πῆου is a possible but less attractive alterna- 
tive. Διοίσδότ]ου would be an unlikely epithet of duayavias, and Avd{prjov, besides being 
unattested, would not fill the lacuna. 

26. βιόδωρον : cf. Soph. PAz/. 1162 βιόδωρος aia, The scholiast’s explanation ‘ given to 
life’ is not happy. 

28-30. This is not the ordinary form of the myth concerning Melampus as given 
e.g. in Hdt. ix. 34, Apollod. i. 9. 12. 8, which represents him as sharing with his brother 
Bias in the sovereignty of Argos. It is, however, noticeable that the later kings of Argos 
traced descent from Bias through Adrastus, not from Melampus. Besides Py/f. iv. 126 
there is a reference to Melampus in 426. 12 ¢&”Apyevs MeAdp[mous, which may be Pindaric. 
Μελάμπος is accented in the papyrus as if it were Μελάμπους. 

29. πατρ[ί]δα : sc. Pylos. 
29-30. There is a break in the papyrus after apye:, but sufficient margin remains after 

the « to indicate pretty clearly that the line is complete. It is therefore inadmissible to read 
[ἀποθέμενος ; but though τίθεσθαι in the sense of ἀποτίθεσθαι is not found elsewhere in Pindar, 
such a use does not seem impossible; cf. the phrase θέσθαι ra ὅπλα meaning to lay down 
one’s arms, and Aristoph. Lyszs¢. 312 θώμεσθα δὴ τὸ φορτίον. Or, as Bury observes, θέμενος may 
be taken outside the negative and mean ‘having made his own, adopted’; cf. παῖδα 
θέσθαι, ὅτε. 

34. The letter after ὃ is either ε or o. 
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35- ἄνακτος : cf. e.g. Wem. iii. 33 Πηλεὺς ἄναξ, Pyth. iv. 89 ᾿Εφιάλτα ἄναξ. But the 
reading is very doubtful, and we adopt it without much confidence. The surface of the 
papyrus is damaged, and if « is right, it must be supposed that the lower diagonal stroke 
has entirely disappeared, giving the letter more the appearance of v. The a also is not 
very satisfactory, for rather more than the speck which actually survives would be expected 
to be visible. We had also thought of [ἔτ᾽] αὐτός, but that is a weak alternative. 

Εὐξαν[τίου : some fresh light is thrown in the following passage upon the legend of 
Euxantius, which was treated at length in the unfortunately mutilated first ode of 
Bacchylides. An outline of the story is given in some scholia on the /ézs of Ovid, where 
it is said that Macello (Macedo, Macelo) and the other daughters of Damon had showed 
hospitality to Jupiter, and were therefore spared by him when he destroyed the Telchines, 
of whom Damon was the chief. Subsequently Minos arrived, and became the father of 
Euxantius by Dexithea (Dexione, Dexithone), one of Macello’s sisters. The poem of 
Bacchylides (written for a Cean victor) begins to give a connected sense at the point when 
Minos arrives in Ceos and weds Dexithea; his treatment of the earlier part of the story 
can be only vaguely conjectured from a few scattered fragments. But there is one other 
reference to this legend which has an important bearing upon the present passage of 
Pindar. It occurs in Nonnus, Dzonys. xviii. ll. 35-8, which in the MSS. run as follows :— 

Ζῆνα καὶ ᾿Απόλλωνα μιῇ ξείνισσε Μακέλλων 
κ * * * * 

kat Φλεγύας ὅτε πάντας ἀνερρίζωσε θαλάσσῃ 
νῆσον ὅλην τριόδοντι διαρρήξας ᾿Ενοσίχθων 
ἀμφοτέρας ἐφύλαξε καὶ οὐ πρήνιξε τριαίνῃ. 

There is a lacuna between ll. 35 and 36, which contained a substantive agreeing with mj, 
and the only necessary alteration in the traditional text is the simple correction of Μακέλλων 
to Μακελλώ. The emendations adopted in A. Kéchly’s Teubner edition (1857), τραπέζῃ for 
Μακέλλων and ἀμφοτέρους for ἀμφοτέρας, are put out of court, as Jebb remarks (Bacchylides, 
p- 444), by the Zézsscholia. But what are the Phlegyae doing in this context? Jebb suggests 
(Z. 4.) that Nonnus here alluded to two distinct legends: (@) the destruction of the Telchines 
by Zeus, (4) that of the Phlegyae by Poseidon (Euphor. Fr. 154 ap. Servius Aem. vi. 618 zratus 
Neptunus percusstt tridente eam partem insulae quem Phlegyae tenebant, et omnes obruit). But 
the striking similarity of language in the lines of Nonnus and the present passage of Pindar 
(cf. νῆσον ὅλην... ἐφύλαξε with ll. 41-5 below) strongly suggests that if Nonnus was not 
copying Pindar, he was at any rate following the same tradition. The νῆσος can hardly be 
other than Ceos, and unless the appearance of the Phlegyae is to be ascribed to a confusion 
on the part of Nonnus, which would be a rash assumption, it must be concluded that 
one form of the legend brought the Phlegyae and Telchines together at Ceos, and represented 
their destruction by Zeus and Poseidon as simultaneous. 

The introduction of Euxantius into this paean shows that the obscurity of the myth 
is somewhat exaggerated by Jebb (Bacchylides, p. 449). Bacchylides’ reference to Ceos as 
Εὐξαντίδα νᾶσον (ii, 8) might of itself be taken to imply a rather wider currency than Jebb 
admits. Euxantius’ refusal to leave Ceos for a share in the kingdom of Minos, as narrated 
here by Pindar, is an entirely novel feature. 

36. ἐπαίνεσ᾽ : the corresponding word in the antistrophe (1. 46) also begins with the 
syllable ἐπ- ; cf. note on ]. 15. ; 

37. ἑκατόν : cf. Ziad B 649 Κρήτην ἑκατόμπολιν. 
38. μέρος ἕβδομον: Pasiphaé is credited with four sons, one of whom, Androgeos, 

predeceased his father Minos (Apollod, iii. 15. 5-7). If Pasiphaé’s sons had a double 
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portion, a seventh share would remain for Euxantius. But Minos had more children by 
another marriage. 

The transposition of the second syllable of viloijow is required for the correspondence 
with 1. 48. Blass thought that it would be an improvement to place the final syllable -ow 
also in this line, and transfer μοι in 1]. 49 to the previous verse. At the end of the second 
line of the scholium Πα[σ]ιφάϊη is a possible reading, but the letters are much mutilated. 

39. τέρας may be explained as referring to divine interposition described in ll. 42-5, 
and there is no need to emend to γέρας. 

42-4. Cf. note on ]. 35. 
44. ματέρα: i.e. Dexithea ; cf. note on |. 35, Bacchyl. i. c. 8, Apollod. iii. 1. 2. 
46. πλούτου πειρῶν : cf. Vem. v. 30-1 νυμφείας ἐπείρα... εὐνᾶς. 
48. A point has been inserted immediately below the line between o and X, this being 

the only instance in the papyrus of the use of a low stop. If [πῶ]ς (Bury) is rightly restored 
in 1. 49 the neuter ἔμπεδον must be taken as referring vaguely to the preceding sentence. 
Blass proposed to read [σῶ]ς (cf. Pindar Fr. 221) and insert od before λίαν, ἔμπεδον being 
adverbial as in Pyth. x. 34 ὧν Oadias ἔμπεδον... ᾿Απόλλων χαίρε. The abnormal accentua- 
tion of ex might be explained as a survival of the lost negative ; but the punctuation would 
make the synizesis of ἔχω ; (ov) particularly awkward, and the sentence (ov) . . . κεν 
would be weak. To read [od|s without (ov) and regard the words as ironical is also 
unsatisfactory. 

The quantity of « in λίαν may vary, but it is short in the only other Pindaric instance 
(Pyth. i. 90), and is more likely to be the same here. There is a similar ambiguity in 
the corresponding syllable of the strophe 1. 38 υἱοι]- (for the short quantity cf. e.g. 
Wem. vi. 25 υἱέων). 

49. [πῶ]ς : the corresponding syllable in 1. 39 is short, but there is no great objection 
to a syllaba anceps here, and the difficulty would be still slighter if woe were transposed 
to the end of the preceding verse ; cf. note on 1. 38. 

50-3 = Pindar Fr. 154, quoted by Plutarch, De exzi. 9. p. 602, where the MS. 
tradition is now shown to be very corrupt. The lines there appear in the following form: 
ἐλαφρὰν κυπάρισσον φιλέειν ἐᾶν δὲ νομὸν Κρήτας περιδαίων᾽ ἐμοὶ δ᾽ ὀλίγον μὲν γᾶς δέδοται, ὅθεν ἄδρυς, 
πενθέων δ᾽ οὐκ ἔλαχον οὐδὲ στασίων. Hermann altered περιδαίων to περιδαῖον, but that rather 
obvious correction is the only one proposed by modern editors which is confirmed by 
the papyrus, and the passage affords a good illustration of the precariousness of the attempt 
to emend lyrics where the metre is uncertain. The genesis of some of the corruptions 
is now apparent: φιλέειν was added to explain ἔα, and the proximity of this infinitive led 
to ἐᾶν δέ for ἔα δε. The construction being thus obscured ἔα φρήν (φράν) would easily 
become ἐλαφράν, which fits in with the general sense of the passage (s¢mplices liberalium 
hominum deliciae, says Schroeder) ; and Kpyras no doubt came in from the margin ; cf. the 
scholium of the papyrus. With regard to the latter part of Plutarch’s citation the new 
evidence is somewhat ambiguous, but fortunately just sufficient is preserved to enable, with 
the help of the metre, a satisfactory restoration to be made. At first sight, what remains 
of the two topmost lines of Col. xix appears to belong to the main text, the writing being 
of the normal size; but to this view there are grave objections. Sora: must represent 
Plutarch’s δέδοται, which is required by the metre in the middle of the verse, as also is 
ἔλαχον in the second line. But in the first place the break down the left side of the papyrus 
follows a practically straight line, and therefore something of lines 54 and 56, containing 
ro and 12 syllables respectively, would be expected to remain; the papyrus, however, 
is blank until 1. 58 is reached, where before [περι as many as 13 syllables have to be 
supplied. This disproportion is too great to be accounted for by collocations of vowels 
or variations in the size of the writing (cf. note on 1. 24). Secondly, there is not sufficient 
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room in the lacunae to the right of ll. 52-3 for the completion of the verses. We therefore 
prefer to suppose that the remnants of ll. 52-3 are marginal variants added by the first 
hand, in favour of which, moreover, there is the positive consideration that before λαχοΐ 
in 1. 53 is a blank space large enough for 13~2 letters. The size of the writing is no 
doubt something of a difficulty; but analogous cases occur at V. 38, VI. 83, 172, 
Fr. 20. 28, where marginalia have been written by the original scribe in letters not 
appreciably smaller than those of the accompanying text. 

To turn to the reconstruction of these two lines, modern criticism has rightly been 
suspicious of ὅθεν ἄδρυς, which produced no tolerable sense, and is now shown not to 
scan; but attempts at emendation have been wide of the mark. After 6¢|8ora the papyrus 
has a clear 6 followed by a curved stroke, which pretty certainly represents either a or ὦ, 
and given the metrical conditions (- — ὦ 4) Blass’s θάμνος δρυός seems convincing ; this 
involves the ejection of the superfluous μὲν yas, which was no doubt added as an explana- 
tion of ὀλίγον. To alter ὀλίγον to ὀλίγος is unnecessary, and the suitability of the epithet 
might be called in question. A certain species of oak is still the characteristic tree 
of Ceos, and the acorns are the chief commercial product of the island. The metre of 
the last verse may be restored by means of a few simple alterations. What stood in the 
original text in place of δέδοται θάμνος remains a riddle which is not likely to be solved. 
The 6 above x of λάχοϊν is also difficult. There is a dot to the left of it (to the right is 
a lacuna) indicating an alternative reading ; for a similar variant on a variant cf. V. 38. 
(θλαθον would not give a sense. As for λάχοϊν, the writer may merely have wished to 
emphasize the possibility of the division δὲ Adxov as against δ᾽ ἔλαχον, and it is therefore 
unnecessary to suppose that a different verb figured in the text. 

In connexion with κυπάρισσον and the remark of the scholiast it may be noted that, as 
Bury reminds us, the Cretan μέλαθρον at Delphi mentioned in Py/h. v. 39 sqq. is described 
as κυπαρίσσινον. 

58. Ζη(νόδοτος) : cf. VI. 55, &c., and note on II. 61. The reading of the variant here 
attributed to Zenodotus is unfortunately doubtful. The ὃ may be a, and the diagonal 
stroke of the supposed ν has disappeared, what actually remains suggesting rather pu. It 
is noteworthy that keap.[ apparently occurs three lines below, where a proper name is 
expected. But no name Κεάριος or Kédptos is known, and Kedptoy ἥρω᾽ would not scan in 
1. 58. There is a further difficulty about the of npw, the left-hand half of the letter having 
vanished, while the surface of the papyrus is apparently intact. If not w, the mark in 
question must be simply a mis-shapen point, and κεδνὸν ἦρ could be read; but this is an 
unsatisfactory alternative. 

60. We can find no other trace of this statement concerning the sons of Euxantius. 
A Κέος in Salamis is mentioned by Hdt. viii. 76 οἱ ἀμφὶ τὴν Kéov τε καὶ τὴν Κυνόσουραν 
τεταγμένοι, another in Boeotia by Lysimachus in Schol. Soph. O. C. 91, but both were quite 
obscure. Kéwv for Κέω cannot be read. 

61. keap.[ and υἱό(ς) «.7.A. below are in a different hand from that of twéls... 
κατ]ῴκησαν. Keap .[ may be a personal name, but the writing is indistinct, and there is 
possibly a correction. The letter after p may bet; cf. note on 1]. 58. ’Oveirns was a son 
of Heracles and Deianira, but he does not seem to fit in with the context. For ἀἸν(τὲ rod) 
cf. e.g. 1. 4; an alternative restoration is ̓ Αρ(ιστοφα))ν(ης), but in the other probable instances 
of that name the ν is not written above the line; cf. note on II. 61, 
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V. To Detos. 

1. Cf. Soph. O. 7. 154 inue Δάλιε Παιάν. 
15. A verse has dropped out here. Possibly the marginal insertion opposite 1. 45, 

Πανδώρου Ἐρεχίθέος) αἶκλον, is misplaced and really gives part of it, for those words have 
no bearing on the context there, and they happen to coincide metrically with the conclusion 
of the missing line. αἶκλον is obscure; αἶκλος according to Hesychius meant ai γωνίαι τοῦ 
βέλους, αἶκλον was a Lacedaemonian word for δεῖπνον. Pandorus was a son of Erechtheus ; 
cf. Apollod. iii. 15. 1. 

35-48. ‘. .. they took Euboea and dwelt there. O Apollo of Delos, to whom we cry ! 
They made homes in the scattered isles where the sheep abound, and laid hands on 
far-famed Delos, for Apollo of the golden locks gave them the body of Asteria to inhabit. 
O Apollo of Delos, to whom we cry! There may the children of Leto graciously receive 
me your servant, to the honeyed sounding strains of a glorious paean.’ 

36. ἕλον : the subject is of ἀπὸ ᾿Αθηνῶν Ἴωνες, as indicated by the context and the 
remains of the scholium opposite 1. 35. 

38. There is little to choose between the alternatives φερεμήλους and πολυμήλους, though 
in favour of the latter must be set the fact that this compound occurs twice elsewhere 
in Pindar (OV. i. 12, Pyth. ix. 6) whereas φερέμηλος is not otherwise recorded. The MSS. 
show the same variation in the spelling of -μηλος at Οἱ. i. 12, but the form with 7 is 
preferable. 

39. The scribe began to write a round letter after ἐρικυδεα and then corrected 
it to ar. 

40. op in απολλων Corr. 
42. ᾿Αστερίας δέμας = Δῆλον, Asteria, sister of Leto, was turned into the island of 

Delos, which is sometimes called simply Asteria, e. g. Callim, Del. 300; cf. Fr. το. ll. 21 544. 
below, and Nonnus 42. 410 ’Aotepiny δ᾽ ἐδίωκε καὶ ἔπλετο νῆσος ἐρήμη. 

44. ἐνθά pe: trochaic (and sometimes also spondaic) words followed by enclitics 
received two accents according to the grammarians, and instances of such accentuation 
are found in MSS.: cf. Kiihner-Blass I. p. 341. Other examples in this papyrus occur 
at VI. 87 and 132, Fr. 93. 4; cf. the Berlin Corinna papyrus, Berl. Klassthertexte V. (2) 
Xiv. 1. 16 τανίκά νιν, 2. 89 δάκρού τε. 

45. Cf. Pyth. viii. 18 εὐμενεῖ νόῳ Ξενάρκειον ἔδεκτο. On the marginal addition cf, 
note on 1. 15. 

48. The papyrus is so rubbed that no part of the addition in the margin, which is 
in a good-sized hand, is clear. It is doubtful whether there were really letters at the 
two places marked by dots outside the brackets, the traces of ink at those points being 
very slight. 

VI. ‘For tHe Detpurans To Pytuo.’ 

1-19. ‘By Zeus of Olympus I pray thee, golden Pytho famed for prophecy, and 
ye Graces and Aphrodite, to receive me at the sacred season, the spokesman of the tuneful 
Pierides. For I hear that there are wanting men to dance to the music of the Castalian 
fount by the brazen-gated stream, and am therefore come relieving thy townsmen’s need, 
and furthering mine own honour. I have obeyed my heart as a child his kind mother, 
and gone down to Apollo’s grove, the home of garlands and festivity, where oft by 
the shady pivot of earth the maidens of Delphi beat the ground with nimble foot as they 
sing of the son of Leto.’ 
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1-6=Pindar Fr. 90, quoted by Aelius Aristides ii. 160 (ed. Keil). Hartung was right 
in attributing the lines to a paean, but wrong in connecting them with Pindar Fr. 148. 
A marginal asterisk similar to that here occurs at the end of a poem in the Bacchylides 
papyrus vii. 54 (Facsimile Col. xiv). 

3. λίσσομαι Χαρίτεσσι(νν : ἄζι)σομαι Χάριτές (or -ds) re MSS., emended by W. Canter. 
5. χρόνῳ, the traditional reading (χώρῳ U, Boeckh) accepted by Keil and Schroeder, 

is confirmed by the papyrus; θρόνῳ Schneidewin, Ty. Mommsen, Christ, χορῷ Bergk, 
Hartung. ζάθεος χρόνος here means, as Keil points out, the season of the P}thian festival 
(ἱερομηνία ἁ Πυθιάς, C. I. G. 1688. 44, &c.) ; cf. Mem. iii. 2 ἐν ἱερομηνίᾳ Νεμεάδι, and the Delphic 
paean to Dionysus, B.C.H. xix. 393 sqq., ll. 3-4 jpwvalis ἱκοῦ raicd’| ἱεραῖς ἐν ὥραις. The syllable 
τνῷ occurs in the same position of a corresponding verse at 1. 87, and -ove- at |. 127. 
Other similar correspondences in this paean are ll. 6 and 128 -αν, 10 and 132 -wv, 12 and 
134 mais, 15 and 137 τόθι τότε, 16 and 138 κόραι κόμαι, 17 and 139 παρὰ σκιόεντα κατάσκιον, 
88 and 128 ἄκναμπτον ἄδορπον, 98 and 138 -pos; cf. 1]. 51 and 112 θεοῖσι [Ae\os. 

6. Either ἀοίδιμον (so Aristid. MSS.) or ἀοιδίμων may be genuine. The interlinear 
ὦ is not certainly by the first hand. πΠιερίων for Πιερίδων MSS., emended by Canter. For 
προφάταν cf. Bacchyl. viii. 3 Movoay . . . προφάτας. 

4. The marginal » marks the r2ooth line; cf. II. 25, and note on III. 17. The 
brazen lions’ heads mentioned by the scholiast do not appear to be otherwise known; that 
he calls the stream the Cephisus, which was on the northern side of Parnassus, is also 
strange. 

8-9. A meaning somewhat different from that given in our translation would be 
obtained by connecting Κασταλίας with ὕδατι and ψόφον with χορεύσιος : “1 hear a sound of 
dancing in which men are unrepresented,’ i. e. the maidens dance alone (cf. ll. 15 sqq.). 
This construction is preferred by Bury. 

το. Of the variants ἀλ]έξων, the reading first written, seems the best (cf. e. g. OJ. xiii. 9 
ἀλέξειν Ὕβριν) ; ἀρήγειν is used in the same way by Aeschylus and Euripides (e. g. Jed. 
1275 ἀρῆξαι φόνον. .. τέκνοις), but not by Pindar. ἀέξων would not give the requisite 
sense. κατὰ Kotvo[d|in the marginal note below refers to the zeugmatic use in this passage 
of ἀλέξειν, which with the acc. means ‘ward off’ and with the dat. ‘assist’ The rough 
breathing on the ε of ἔταις in the papyrus is unusual. 

14. τροφόν is far preferable to the marginal κλυτόν. Cf. II. 63 and Py*sh. i. 1-2. 
18. The correction of κροτείϊντι to κροτέοντι is necessary mefr? gratia. With modi... 

[θοῷ] cf. II. 99 χορὸν [ταχύ]ποδα : [raxe|i here would be less suitable to the size of the lacuna. 
50. Perhaps ἀθαιζάτοις ἔρις] (Bury), with a reference to 1]. 87-9, or δῆρις for ἔρις if the 

shortened final syllable of etpupaperpay in 1. 111 is regarded as illegitimate ; cf. note ad loc. 

51-65. ‘The gods are able to persuade the wise of these things, but for mortals it 
is impossible to find the way. But since ye have received this as your ordained right, 
O maidens sharing alike in all things with your father whom the dark clouds hide and 
Mnemosyne, hear me now: my tongue is fain to pay its best and sweetest honey-tribute 
when I have gone down to the broad lists of Loxias at the festival of the gods. For 
sacrifice is made for All-Hellas the glorious, which the Delphic folk prayed (to be saved 
from?) famine...’ 

51. θεοῖσι is a disyllable, if ]. 112 is rightly restored. It is noticeable that the scansion 
of [θ]εός in that line is similar. 

52. mei is metrically preferable to πείθειν if the restoration of ]. 113 is correct. 
54. The end of this line is a crux. μό[ε]σαι is inevitable, since po, though imperfect, 

is practically certain, and o and o are so close together that there is room for only a very 
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narrow letter between them. Since the Muses are evidently addressed it seems obvious 
at first sight to write Mo{i|ra; but then the difficulty is to find a plausible restitution of 
the preceding dactyl and a construction for πάντα in 1. 55. It is simpler to suppose that 
μοζιῖσαι is the termination of a feminine participle in agreement with παρθένοι and governing 
πάντα, Yet even on this hypothesis some alteration of the text appears necessary. The 
letter after ἐσ, if not o must be another a, which gives no word. At a short distance from 
this is a vertical stroke which we suppose is the second upright of an ν; it might also 
be y, 4, τ, v, or the first half of ν or 7. With any of these letters, however, with the doubtful 
exception of τ, there will be a short preceding lacuna to be filled (e.g. ισο[.1{}, and the 
metre will be wrong. To the reading adopted there is the objection that part of the 
diagonal stroke of a v would be expected to be visible ; but the surface of the papyrus 
is damaged, and the diagonal stroke may have been drawn somewhat higher than usual. 
If εὔφρον᾽ in 1. 115 be scanned as a disyllable, as written in the papyrus, the alternatives 
remain of regarding iso . . μοισαι as a compound verb, in which case the termina- 
tion is incorrect (? ἰσον[οἠμζέλοζε]σαι : cf e.g. Lsfhm. viii. 35 ἀδελφεοῖσιν, and Bacchyl. 
i. 34, where the papyrus has Ἰβολοῖ for Ἰβολέοι) : or of supposing is . . to conceal ἶσα 
and reading fo(a) [νέ]μο[εἼσαι, the sense of νέμειν being the same as e.g. in Ol. ii. 12 
ὦ Kpove παῖ Ῥέας, ἕδος ᾽Ολύμπου νέμων. But the « of ἴσος is short elsewhere in Pindar, 
though it is lengthened in the compound ἰσοδαίμων, Mem. iv. 84; and hence we have 
adopted with some hesitation Bury’s proposal to write evdppov’ in 1. 115 and insert ye after 
ἴσον. The errors in the papyrus are commonly due to omission of letters ; and diaeresis is 
neglected e.g. in]. 77. 

55. Only the top of the supposed η of [Z]p(vo8oros) survives. A variant κελανεφέϊ seems 
to be indicated, but κελαινεφεῖ produces the right-correspondence with ]. 116. κελαινεφής 
is a Homeric epithet of Zeus not elsewhere so used by Pindar. ‘The Muses were the 
daughters of Zeus and Mnemosyne; cf. Fr. 16. 11 below. 

57. τεθ]μόν : sc. the inspiration of poets, τὸ πιθεῖν σοφούς (I. 52). 
58. A comparison with |. 119 shows that the mark of short quantity above νὺν is 

erroneous. 
59. mpoxeew εἰς is only one of several possible restorations ; κελαδῆσαι 6. g. would also be 

suitable, «is being unnecessary with καταβάντα (cf. Pyth. iv. 55 Πύθιον ναὸν καταβάντα). 
A difficulty, however, is raised by the note ἀν(τὶ τοῦ) ἀώτου, which would seem to imply 
that its author did not construct ἄωτον with an infinitive coming after γλυκύν, The reading 
of Zenodotus is unfortunately beyond recovery ; it ends with a sloping dash which might 
mark an abbreviation or belong to an hastily written v. For the language of |. 59 
cf. Lsthm. i. 51 γλώσσας ἄωτον, and Ol. v. 1 ἄωτον γλυκύν. 

60. εὐρύν shows that ἀγῶνα has a local signification as e.g. in Ol. x. 24 ἀγῶνα. . , Διός, 
ὃν ἀρχαίῳ σάματι πὰρ Πέλοπος . . . exticoaro, The analogy of this and other passages 
is in favour of the correction Λοξία. 

61, θεῶν ξενίᾳ = Θεοξενίοις, In the following lines the institution of this festival is 
referred to the occasion of a famine,—a fact explained in the mutilated scholium but 
apparently not otherwise recorded. The local cults of Apollo were frequently brought 
into connexion with deliverance from such visitations, e.g. Pausan. i. 3. 4, where a statue 
to Apollo ἀλεξίκακος is said to commemorate the plague in the Peloponnesian war, and 
viii, 41. 8, where Apollo ἐπικούριος at Bassae is explained as ἐπικουρήσαντι ἐν νόσῳ λοιμώδει ; 
cf. also schol. on ]. 125 below. 

68-9, Fr. 48 would in some ways be suitable here,—Kpor[te ὦ ὦ ὦ παῖ] μακάρων | πρύτανι 
(cf. Aesch. Prom, 169 μακάρων πρύτανις), but the difference in the colour of the papyrus and 
the disparity in the size of the writing are decisive against this combination. 

72. [ΠυἸθωνόῤδεν : cf. Pyth. vy. 105. The transposition of the first syllable from the 
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preceding verse is required by the metre ; 1. 93, the corresponding verse in the antistrophe, 
as originally written was also a syllable short. 

74. Πάνθοος was a priest of Apollo at Delphi and subsequently at Troy; cf, Verg. 
Aen. ii. 319 sqq. For Δαναῶν κ.τ.λ. cf. Lsthm, iii, 54 (iv. 36) παίδεσσιν Ἑλλάνων, ὅσοι Τροίανδ᾽ 

ἔβαν. 

45. For the shortened first syllable in Tpwia cf. 6. g. (Vem. iv. 25, where the MSS, have 
Tpwiay as an anapaest. But several editors substitute Τροΐαν, and the interlineation in the 
papyrus shows that the question between and o in such cases is an ancient one, A 
shortened (with no variant) occurs in 1]. 178 παϊτρωΐαν or Τρωΐαν. 

77. πάϊς [Ζηνός : ie. Athene; cf. OJ. xiii, 77 Ζηνὸς ἐγχεικεραύνου παῖς and, for the 
allusion to Diomedes, Ziad E 115 sqq. The occurrence of πάϊς as a disyllable here is 
of interest in connexion with the corrupt passage in O/, ii. 76, where mais has been 
conjectured, and 659. 70 (Pindar, Parsheneton), where the probability of the vocative mdi 
is now increased, 

48-123. ‘(Diomedes), whom the far-darting god in the mortal form of Paris smote 
with an arrow and estopped from battle. And straightway he put off the capture of Ilium, 
quelling by a bold deed of blood the doughty son of dark-tressed Thetis of the sea, the 
trusty defence of the Achaeans. What was his strife with white-armed Hera, as he matched 
against her his invincible power, what with Polias! In return for their great pains they would 
have razed the city of Dardanus, had not Apollo been on guard. But Zeus, the ruler of 
the gods, seated on the golden clouds and peaks of Olympus, dared not relax the decrees 
of fate: for high-coifed Helen’s sake must the flaming fire’s ray blot out wide Pergamon. 
And when they had placed in the sore-lamented tomb the mighty corse of the son of Peleus, 
went messengers over the sea-waves and came again bringing from Scyros Neoptolemus, 
great in strength, who sacked the city of Ilion. Yet saw he not thereafter his kind mother, 
nor roused he forthin the fields of his fathers the horses of the Myrmidons, a brass-accoutred 
host. He reached the Molossian land hard by Tomarus; but he escaped not the winds 
nor the far-darter with the broad quiver. For the god swore that he who killed aged Priam 
when he had sprung upon the altar in the court should come to no comfortable path in life 
nor reach old age; and he slew him, as he strove with the attendants about their allotted 
rights, in his beloved enclosure by the broad pivot of the earth. Oh hail, hail! Now for 
the paean in full measure! Oh hail, ye youths !’ 

78-80. Cf. Ziad A 369 sqq. Homer, however, does not ascribe the wounding of 
Diomedes by Paris to any special intervention of Apollo. The a of δεμαι is corrected. For 
ἑϊκαβόλος cf. 1. 111 below; the rough breathing is probable, but not certain. 

81. Either Ἰλίῳ or Ἰλίου may stand. The genitive is more natural, but it would 
therefore be less liable to alteration. 

83. The metre shows κυανοπλόκοιο to be the right reading. Both κυανόπλοκος and 
κυανόκομος are ἅπαξ εἰρημένα. κυανοπλόκαμος is a favourite word of Bacchylides. 

84. A dot has been placed above and below the 8 in @eridos indicating that it should 
be omitted. Θέτιος is the Pindaric form ; cf. Οἱ ix. 76, Zsthm. viii. 52. 

87-9. For ὅσσα... . ὅσα cf. Ol. xiii. 107 “Apyet θ᾽ ὅσσα καὶ ἐν Θήβαις, ὅσα τ᾽... μαρτυρήσει. 
In the Ziad Apollo appears consistently on the side of the Trojans, Athene on that of 
the Greeks. 

87. ἔριξε: the Doric aorist is sufficiently common in Pindar, and hardly deserved 
a note; cf. e.g. 1. 133 ἐγγυάλιξεν. 

88. Both a grave and an acute accent are placed above the a of αν ]ερειδων, the former 
being enclosed between two dots like the letters of variants (e.g. ll. 81 and 83), The 
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purpose was to indicate a choice between the alternative readings ἀν τ]ερείδων (grave accent) 
and ἄντ᾽ (αἢ] ἐρείδων (acute). Editors write ἀντερείσαις in Pyth. iv. 37. A similar double 
accent is found in IX. 17. 

89. ὅσα: the variant ὅσσα attributed to Aristophanes implies a syl/aba anceps at 
the beginning of the verse, but the syllable is short in the other surviving instances, 15 ἡ, 

68, and 129. 
πρό = ἀντί, a sense found in a line of Philemon δοῦλος πρὸ δούλου, δεσπότης πρὸ δεσπότου 

according to Bekker, Avzecd. p. 112; cf. προὔργου. Ol. x. 23 ἔργων πρὸ πάντων Biorw φάος is 
perhaps a parallel ; ἀντὶ πόνων occurs in /sthm. v. 25. 

91. éxpa6(o\v: expabev Pap., but there seems to be no reason, as Bury observes, for 
dissociating Hera and Athene here, and the singular may easily have come in from the 
adjacent verbs. 

92-3. The final o of ολυμποιο was added at the beginning of |. 93 after « was written. 
The omission may have been simply an oversight; but the papyrus is damaged at the end 
of 1. 92, and it is possible that the final o was at first placed there, and then deleted ; cf. note 
onl, 72. There is no sign of ολυμπου having been the original reading. 

94. dva[A]vev: for the Doric infin. cf. IX. 36 συνάγεν, Ol. i. 3 γαρύεν, Pyth. iv. 115 
τράφεν. σκοπός is used as in JVem. v. 27 Μαγνήτων σκοπόν (Acastus), &c. 

95 sqq-. Cf. Pyth. xi. 33 ἀμφ᾽ “Edévg πυρωθέντων Τρῴων. 
ὑψικόμῳ : cf. Pyth. iv. 172 ὑψιχαῖται, an epithet which according to Boeckh vigorem et 

robur indicat, according to Fennell, who compares Thucydides i. 6. 3, refers to an eastern 
fashion of wearing the hair. The latter explanation would suit the present passage. The 
accent on the o is not quite certain. 

96. A small difficulty occurs at the end of this line. The supposed ε is doubtful, 
but to read εὐρὺ alivréca is unsatisfactory not only on account of the hiatus but because 
a space between v and a would remain unaccounted for. Πέργαμος (Ol. viii. 42) meaning 
Troy is always feminine wherever the gender is determinable, and therefore εὐρύν] is 
inadmissible unless it be here declined as an adjective of two terminations on the analogy 
of θῆλυς and ἡδύς. On the whole we prefer &\aor@ca (Soph. Zrach. 881), and it is possible 
that an a was actually written after δὲ, for though there is no trace of ink the surface of 
the papyrus is worn, a is long in ἀϊστοῦν in the only other Pindaric instance, Pyth. 
il, 37. 

97. αἰθομενος was a slip, perhaps due to mupos. The s is practically certain. 
99. There was certainly one letter, probably either « or (better) ν, immediately after 

τδα, and some traces of ink beyond may belong to a second. TnyAciSay would be intelligible 
whether νέκυν was taken adjectivally or in apposition with the proper name; but the genitive 
is more likely to be correct, 

So far as the general appearance of the papyrus and the recto is concerned, Fr. 66 
might be placed near the end of this line in the gap between Cols. xxix and xxx}; but there 
is nothing in the scholium which suggests any connexion with the text. 

107, The marginal numeral is placed midway between this and the following line ; 
1. 107 is the rooth from the preceding yp (I. 7). 

108, As the text stands χαλκ. [δἤμιλον is in apposition with ἵππους. There is not room 
in the lacuna for [Θ᾽ é]uAov: perhaps xadxoxopr[or]av (Θ᾽ [ὅ]μ. should be read, but the particle 
is not necessary. 

1og—1o. Cf, Wem. vii. 35-7 Πριάμου πόλιν Νεοπτόλεμος ἐπεὶ mpdbev' .. . 6 δ᾽ ἀποπλέων 
Σκύρου μὲν ἅμαρτε, πλαγχθέντες δ᾽ εἰς ᾿Εφύραν ἵκοντο. Μολοσσίᾳ δ᾽ ἐμβασίλευεν ὀλίγον χρόνον. At 
the end of |. 110 the choice of supplements seems to lie between ἔΐμαθ]εν (cf. Wem. vii. 17-8 
σοφοὶ δὲ μέλλοντα τριταῖον ἄνεμον ἔμαθον), and ἔΐλαθ]εν, the former being more suitable to 
ἀνέμους, the latter to ἑκαβυλον. ἔζλαθ]εν has the advantage of explaining the mark of short 

H 
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quantity which is visible above the lost vowel, and might naturally have been added to 
obviate confusion with ἔληθεν, whereas with ἔμαθεν no mistake could arise. Cf. moreover 
Pyth. iii. 27 ὀυδ᾽ ἔλαθε σκοπόν (sc. Apollo), Mem. i. 37 οὐ λαθὼν χρυσόθρονον Ἥραν. The 
first three lines of the scholium perhaps contained some reference to Aegina or the 
Aeginetans. It was the following passage concerning the death of Neoptolemus which 
gave offence in Aegina; cf. note on ll. 117-9 and introd. p. 20. The three lower 
lines, which are in a different hand, are so nearly effaced that the obliteration seems 
intentional. 

111. The scribe has marked the final syllable of εὐρυφαρέτραν as short, which, if correct, 
implies the existence of a form in -a side by side with that in -as (Py/h. ix. 26), as in the 
case of ἱππότης and ἱππότα ; οἵ, dpoorpiaway in PyZh. ii. 12. 

114. Cf. Pausan. iv. 17. 3 Νεοπτολέμῳ yap τῷ ᾿Αχιλλέως ἀποκτείναντι Πρίαμον ἐπὶ τῇ 
ἐσχάρᾳ τοῦ Ἑρκείου συνέπεσε καὶ αὐτὸν ἐν Δελφοῖς πρὸς τῷ βωμῷ τοῦ ᾿Απόλλωνος ἀποσφαγῆναι, and 
Vergil, Ae. ii. 499-553. 

I15. pw, v. 2. wv: cf. Fr. 19. 24. Fluctuation between the two forms is common 
in the MSS. of Pindar. Mommsen and Bergk practically eliminate μὲν in spite of a 
consensus of tradition in several passages. μιν stands alone in 11. 73, Fr. 19. 26 and 
Fr. 131. 18, νιν in IV. 15, Fr. 82. 32 and IX. 47. 

117-9 = Pindar Fr. 52, preserved in the scholia on Wem. vii. 94 καθόλου yap ἀπολογεῖσθαι 
βούλεται περὶ τοῦ Νεοπτολέμου θανάτου πρὸς τοὺς Αἰγινήτας" ἐκεῖνοι yap ἠτιῶντο τὸν Πίνδαρον ὅτι 
γράφων Δελφοῖς τὸν παιᾶνα ἔφη ἀμφιπόλοισι μαρνάμενον μυρίαν περὶ τιμὰν ἀπολωλέναι : cf. τὖ14. 150 
μεμφθεὶς ὑπὸ Αἰγινητῶν ἐπὶ τῷ δοκεῖν ἐν παιᾶσιν εἰπεῖν τὸν Νεοπτόλεμον ἐπὶ ἱεροσυλίᾳ ἐληλυθέναι εἰς 
Δελφούς, νῦν ὥσπερ ἀπολογεῖται εἰπὼν ὅτι οὐχ ἱεροσυλῶν ἐτελεύτησεν ἀλλ᾽ ὑπὲρ κρεῶν φιλοτιμηθεὶς ἀνῃρέθη. 
The papyrus proves the antiquity of the mis-spelling μυριᾶν which Boeckh, comparing 
the following words of the schol. on (Vem. vii. 94 οὐκ ἔφησε... ἀλλὰ περὶ τῶν νομιζομένων 
τιμῶν τοῖς Δελφοῖς, was the first to correct to μοιριᾶν. The letter after v is not indeed certain, 
but the remains suit p better than any other letter and are not consistent with 6. μυριᾶν 
cannot be defended ; and the choice rests between Boeckh’s emendation and the reading 
attributed in the margin of the papyrus to Zenodolus, Πυθιᾶν. The latter gives an excellent 
sense and may well be right, but it appears on the whole more probable that Πυθιᾶν 
was an attempt to emend μυριᾶν than that μυριᾶν was a corruption of an original Πυθιᾶν. The 
interchange of v and o is too common to require illustration. μαρνάμενον, if not to be 
explained by the supposition that the citation was made from memory, must be a gloss 
on ἰδηρι]αζόμενον. δηριάζομαι is not attested, δηριάομαι (δηρίομαι, Οἱ. xiii. 44) being the regular 
form; but we can suggest no more satisfactory restoration: ἀντιάζειν is not used in the 
middle voice. 

For κ[ρ]εῶν in the note opposite these lines cf. Wem. vii. 42 κρεῶν vw ὕπερ μάχας €hacev 
ἀντιτυχόντ᾽ ἀνὴρ μαχαίρᾳ, and Schol. on 1. 150 quoted above, which also illustrates ἢ τῶν 
χρημάτων KT, 

119-20. The size of the lacuna shows that a syllable is missing at the beginning 
οἵ]. 120. The reading κτανέϊμεν attributed in the marginal note to Zenodotus would be 
metrical; but a finite verb would be much more natural, and it is probable that the oblique 
construction has been wrongly carried on from ll. 115-7. At any rate a future not 
an aorist infinitive would be expected to balance ἱξέμεν. κτανέμεν is therefore very likely 
a graphical error for κτάνεν ἐν, due to the influence of κτανεῖν inthe text; the homoioteleuton 
would of course make the loss of ἐν particularly easy. jin κτανέμεν is hardly certain, but 
is more suitable than ν. 

121-2. The metre requires é ij in 1. 121, ἰῆ onlyin |. 122. 

123-40. ‘An island of glorious name thou reignest amid the Dorian sea, bright 
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star of Hellenic Zeus! Therefore will we not lay thee to rest without a feast of paeans, 
but thou shalt receive our surging songs, and declare whence came to thee the god who 
guides thy helm and thy care for the right of the stranger. He who brings all things 
to pass in their diversity, the far-seeing son of Cronos, placed in thy hand thy happiness : 
by the waters of Asopus he once carried off from the threshold the deep-breasted maiden 
Aegina; then the golden tresses of the mists hid the shaded ridges of your land, that upon 
the immortal couch...’ 

123 sqq. The abrupt transition to Aegina, which is addressed in the following passage, 
is in the Pindaric manner.. The point of connexion is to be found in the Aeacid ancestry 
of Neoptolemus, Aegina being the mythical home of the line, as narrated below in the 
legend of the birth of its founder. This pointed juxtaposition of Neoptolemus and Aegina 
helps to explain the soreness of the Aeginetans at what appeared to them an unfortunate 
description of the manner of Neoptolemus’ death; cf. note on ll. 117—g9 and introd. p. 20. 
But they certainly had no cause to complain of the tone of Il. 123-32. 

ὀνομακλύτα is quoted from Pindar by Schol. T. on Ziad X 51 (= Bergk Fr. 301) 
perhaps from the present passage; the feminine termination is also found in ναυσικλύτα, 
another Pindaric epithet of Aegina (JVem. v. 9). For Δωριεῖ cf. Mem. iii. 3 Δωρίδα νᾶσον 
Αἴγιναν, and Pindar Fr. 1. 3. 

124. φέρεται ἴῃ the marginal note probably means ‘is found in’, of a reading ; the word 
is so used in an unpublished Oxyrhynchus fragment of Apollonius Rhodius with scholia. 

125. Διὸς Ἑλλανίου : cf. Vem. v. 10 πὰρ βωμὸν marépos Ἑλλανίου, and for the marginal 
note cf. the schol. ad loc. φασὶ yap αὐχμοῦ more πιέζοντος τὴν Ἑλλάδα, ἔνιοι δὲ κατακλυσμοῦ, 
συνελθόντας τοὺς Ἕλληνας καθικετεῦσαι τὸν Αἴακον ὡς ὄντα maida Διὸς ἐξαιτήσασθαι τῶν τότε 
συστάντων κακῶν τὴν ἴασιν, τοῦτον δὲ εὐξάμενον ἀποθεραπεῦσαι τὰ δεινὰ καὶ οὕτω διὰ τὴν τῆς 
Ἑλλάδος σωτηρίαν λλήνιον παρὰ τοῖς Αἰγινήταις τετιμῆσθαι Δία. 

128. ἄδορπον : cf. Pindar Fr. 124 a ἐρατᾶν ὄχημ᾽ (ὄγχημ᾽ (Ὁ) Boeckh) ἀοιδᾶν τοῦτό (rot) πέμπω 
μεταδόρπιον. 

129. ῥόθια: cf. Aristophanes, Zy. 546 αἴρεσθ᾽ αὐτῷ πολὺ τὸ ῥύθιον. The word is 
especially appropriate, like ναυπρύτανιν in |. 130, in the case of wave-washed Aegina. 

130-1, ναυπρύτανιν and θεμίξενον are both ἅπαξ εἰρημένας. On the latter cf. OV. viii. 20-3 
Αἴγιναν... ἔνθα Σώτειρα Διὸς ξενίου πάρεδρος ἀσκεῖται Θέμις ἔξοχ᾽ ἀνθρώπων, Nem. iv. 11-12 
Αἰακιδᾶν ἠὔΐπυργον ἕδος, δίκᾳ ξεναρκέϊ κοινὸν φέγγος, Vem. ν. 8 φίλαν ξένων ἄρουραν, and Fr. 1. 3-4 
νέμονται (sc. the Aeginetans) οὐ θέμιν οὐδὲ δίκαν ξείνων ὑπερβαίνοντες. 

In ἀρετάν two short syllables appear in place of a long one (1. 9 ἦλθον, 1. gt 
᾿Απόϊλ]λ[ω]ν) ; the same variation occurs in the case of the same word in the epode at 
1.176. Bury notes that this resolution supports the traditional reading in (Vem. iii. 14, 
where ἀγοράν in a similar position in correspondence with a spondee has been commonly 
rejected. 

132. Cf. Isthm. v. 52 Ζεὺς τά τε καὶ τὰ νέμει, and Pind. Fr. 141 θεὸς ὁ πάντα τεύχων βροτοῖς. 
133. The variant ἐγγυάλιξον would presumably imply παῖ for παῖς, producing a hiatus. 

The indicative is no doubt correct. 
134. The correction of ὑδατι to ὑδάτεσσι is necessary for the metre. Asopus was the 

father of Aegina; cf. Ls¢hm. viii. 17 sqq. δίδυμαι γένοντο θύγατρες ᾿Ασωπίδων ὁπλόταται, Ζηνί τε 
ἅδον βασιλέϊ, ὃ τὰν μὲν... σὲ δ᾽ (sc. Αἴγιναν) ἐς νᾶσον Οἰνοπίαν ἐνεγκὼν κοιμᾶτο. 

135. πίοτ᾽ ἀπό: or perhaps π[οθ᾽ ὑπό. βαθύκολπος is an epithet of the Muses in 
Pyth.i. τῶ. Cf. βαθύζωνος. 

136. d{valpéyaro: this verb is usually written ἀνερείπεσθαι (ἀνηρείψαντο 7]. Y 234, &c.), but 
the form ἀνερεψάμενοι is found in Bekk. Axecd. p. 401, and ἀρέπω akin to ἁρπάζω and rapere 
would seem to be etymologically correct. 

H2 
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138. The meaningless and unmetrical expuwarav of the papyrus perhaps arose from 
a dittography of wa. 

172. ποινά is an alternative reading. The mark of short quantity rather suggests ποιναί 
as a variant on ποινᾶι, but a final « was certainly not written, 

175. In the absence of the context there are no means of deciding between ye and the 
v. 0. τε. 

176. In ἀρετάς ὦ ὦ -- = —-; cf. note on Il. 130-1. 
178. παϊτρωΐαν : or | Tpwiay ; in either case the is shortened; cf. |. 75. 
180. νιν is apparently a variant for πᾶν. There is a short blank space between the 

final v and the very slight vestige of the following letter, which was perhaps the initial of the 
name of the critic who supported the reading. 

182~3. παιάν : maav Pap, According to Ahrens, De dial. Dor. Ὁ. 26, παιάν, "Idv, &c., was 
the Doric accent; but different systems may have obtained among grammarians. If 6¢= 
‘and’ the acute accent shows that an enclitic (ro?) followed. 

The Zenodotean reading recorded in the margin is obscure. The letters are for the 
most part clear. 

VII. 

1. If δότίειραι (Pindar Fr. 109. 5 πενίας δότειραν) is right, the Muses or Graces are 
addressed. 

3. αὐλάν probably means ‘ temple’; cf. Vem. iv. 24 Ἡρακλέος ὀλβίαν πρὸς αὐλάν. 
4. In front of the cross at the beginning of this line are some ink marks which might 

represent ws, but are more likely to be accidental. 
12. a@v= ἀνά. 

15. πρὸ βωμ[οῦ (-μ[ῶν ἢ): or προβώμϊιος ; cf. Frs. 129-31. 20 below. 
16. |rapo| is written slightly smaller and less regularly than the adjoining letters, and is 

possibly part of a marginal entry. 
17. κελά δησαν αὐδάν: cf. Fr. τό. 5 κελαδήσαθ᾽ ὕμνους. 
18. evayrns is not found elsewhere except in Apoll. Rhod. iv. 148 εὐαντέα δοῦναι 

ἐφορμήν. 

Β. Frs. 16-25. On the general characteristics of this group of fragments οἵ, introd. 
p. 12. Whether any of them belong to Paean VII, or, if so, which, is doubtful. There 
are some resemblances in rhythm, but no correspondence can be established. 

Fr, 16. 5. κελαδήσαθ᾽ is probably a variant for some other verb. The conjunction of 
the words κελαδήσαθ᾽ ὕμνους here is noteworthy in connexion with /Vem. iv. 16, where Bergk’s 
emendation of the traditional ὕμνον κελάδησε καλλίνικον to υἱὸν x, x. has been accepted by 
Bury and Schroeder. Cf. VII. 17 κελά δησαν αὐδάν. 

6. Possibly κατ᾽ ἀμαξιτόν, as in Pyfh. iv. 247: only the scantiest traces remain of the 
word between εἶππον and ἀμαξ. 

4. Zupias: the first letter seems to be o rather than o, or θουρίαις would be an easier 
epithet. Cf. Aesch. Pers. 84 Σύριόν θ᾽ ἅρμα διώκων, and for ἀν᾽ ἵπποις cf. e.g. Ol. i. 41 
xpucéaow ay ἵπποις. The doubtful v may be τ. 

8. π᾿τανόν: cf. Plato, Phaedr. 246 E Ζεὺς ἐλαύνων πτηνὸν ἅρμα. The supposed τ is 
represented only by the top of the crossbar, which might belong equally well to e.g. 
y OF o. 

1o-7. ‘(I pray) to the fair-robed child of Uranus, Mnemosyne, and to her daughters 
to grant fullness of resource. For blind are the minds of men, whoever without the maids 
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of Helicon seeks the steep path of them who walked it by their wisdom. To me they have 
handed on this immortal work . . .’ 

το. Some word like ἐπεύχομαι is apparently to be supplied in the lacuna, For εὐπέπλῳ 
45 κόρα[ι]σί τ᾽ cf. VI. 54-6 and Jsthm. vi. 7.4--5 κόραι χρυσοπέπλου Mvapoovvas, 

11. εὐμαχανίαν : cf. Zsthm. iv. 2, where the word means rather abundance of opportunity 
than resourcefulness on the part of the poet. The latter sense is more appropriate in the 
present passage, 

13-4. ἀνδρῶν... [ὅστις : so OL. iii. 10-1 νίσοντ᾽ ἐπ᾽ ἀνθρώπους ἀοιδαὶ ᾧτινι... 
15. If ἐλθόντων is right the sense seems to be ὅστις ἐρευνᾷ τὴν βαθεῖαν ὁδὸν τῶν ἐλθόντων 

αὐτὴν ταῖς αὑτῶν copias : ‘whoever emulates the masters of poetry must be guided by the 
Muses.’ The allusion is perhaps to Homer; cf. Fr. 17. Bury would prefer to connect 
ἐλθόντων with [ὅστις and σ]οφίαις with ἐρευνᾷ, which gives a less involved sentence, but 
makes ἐλθόντων awkwardly placed. ἐλθ᾽όντων, however, is insecure ; the doubtful 6 may 
be ε or o, and y may replace τ To write σοφίας ὁδόν (cf. VIII. 4) would be a slight 
simplification, but that is hardly warrantable. For βαθεῖαν cf. Pyth, ν. 88 ἁλὸς βαθεῖαν 
κέλευθον ἀνοίγων. 

16, The paragraphus marks the commencement of a new metrical section. If ΕἾ, 16 
oe to Paean VII this section will be an epode, since the metre of |. 16 differs from that 
of VII. 1, 

17. πόνον seems to be the right reading ; πόρον would keep up the metaphor of ὅδόν in 
1. 15 (cf. Ls/hm. viii. 15 βίου πόρον) but combines less easily with 5|feSo[xav] ἀθάνατ[ οἽν. 

Fr. 17. The appearance of this fragment suggests that it is closely connected with 
Fr. 19, though whether it should be placed somewhere in Il. 1-9 or belongs to the succeed- 
ing column is doubtful ; the recto is consistent with either position. A suitable collocation 
could be produced by making Fr. 17.1. 1 the next verse to Fr. 16. 1. 17 and connecting 
πόνον With Ὁμήρου ; the papyrus being broken immediately above the latter word, there is no 
means of determining whether that line was the first of a column, 

Fr. 18. The beginning οὔ]. 10 in Fr. 16 seems to be a rather likely place for this 
small fragment. 

Fr. το. The first column of this fragment may follow immediately on Fr. 16, Such 
a position would suit the recto, which on the other hand indicates that Fr. 16 is not to be 
placed next to Fr. 19, Col. ii. 

2. δέλτου : cf. Kaibel, Zpzgr. 185. 10 Ὁμήρου δέλτον and 471. 1-2 Ὅμηρος ὕμνησ᾽ ἐν 
δέλτοις. The occurrence of δέλτου here may be a mere coincidence, but perhaps affords 
a slight additional argument for making Fr. 16 and Fr. το, Col. i successive columns, and 
placing Fr. 17 at the top of the latter. 

to. The scholium indicates a reference to Leto; cf. 1. 12 and Il. 20 sqq. 
12, Either éxaép|you or ἑκαέρίγῳ, as shown by the accent. Cf. Pyth. ix, 28 ἑκάεργος 

᾿Απόλλων. 

16-8. Whether Fr. 20 should be assigned to this column is very doubtful ; ἔσσατο is 
not very suitable to the context in Il. 20 sqq. The fragment is unlikely, owing to its 
difference in colour, to belong to Fr. 19, Col. i, but it may be the top of the column 
represented by Fr. 21. In the first line of the scholium it is tempting to read τὴν Δῆ]λ[ον 
λέγει ᾿Α[σ] εἸρίαν (cf. V. 42, note), but though the supposed 7 is quite uncertain and could 
well be τ (or y or σὴ, there does not seem to be room for ore between the a and p. 

18, Only a short horizontal stroke, which we take for an elongated base of a ὃ, is 
visible before the lacuna ; it is too near to the line above to be a paragraphus, 
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20. πείσομιι: τ. L. πείθομαι, indicating that πείσομαι is from πείθειν not πάσχειν. The 
speaker is Asteria, as the next lines show. 

21 sqq. Cf, Callimachus, De/. 36 sqq. ἀλλ᾽ ἄφετος πελάγεσσιν ἐπέπλεες, οὔνομα δ᾽ ἦν τοι 
*Aatepin τὸ παλαιόν, ἐπεὶ βαθὺν ἥλαο τάφρον οὐρανόθεν φεύγουσα Διὸς γάμον ἀστέρι ἴση. Something 

corresponding to γάμον has to be supplied in |. 21 after ἐθέλοζεσα, and ἢ perhaps = ἔφη; but 
this use does not occur elsewhere in Pindar, and Bury would interpret 7 here on the analogy 
of Pyth. iv. 57 ἢ pa Μηδείας ἐπέων στίχες, where however the reading has been called in 
question and ἢ is taken by some critics as equivalent to ἔφη. 

22. Κοίου θυγάτηρ : i.e. Asteria, not Leto. 
23. Of the last five letters the bases only remain; δέδο[ εἾκα seems to be right, but π᾿ or 

v might be read in place of the following x. Some infinitive such as λέγειν or ἄδειν seems 
to be required to complete the sentence, though this profession of scepticism on the part of 
the poet is curious; contrast Pyth. x. 49-50 θεῶν τελεσάντων οὐδέν ποτε φαίνεται ἔμμεν 
ἄπιστον. 

24. For the variant νιν cf. VI. 115, note. In the incomplete state of the text it is 
difficult to decide between the claims of ἐν and ἄν. The a is probably by the original 
scribe ; whether the overwritten ν in this line and v in the next are also due to him is much 
more doubiful. 

25. evayéa, Ὁ. 7. εὐαυγέα : the dot to the right of the interlinear v is lost. The present 
passage is one of the few authorities for the spelling εὐαυγής, which Hemsterhuis wished 
to restore in all passages where the word means ‘clear’ or ‘conspicuous. In Arist. 
De Mundo 5. p. 397. 16 one MS. has evavyéoraros, and edavyia is found as a variant on 
evayia in Jambl. Profrep?. p. 152. 23. It does not seem possible to read the first letter 
of the scholium as e, and if Ἰαυαγεί is right, the stem must be vavay-, which would pre- 
sumably be another Ὁ. 1., although the entry is in the small cursive hand in which 
explanations, not variants, are commonly given, and vavay- in any form would produce 
a difference of metre. The supposed ye could equally well be v. 

26. For the name ’Oprvyia cf. e.g. Apoll. Rhod. 1, 537 ἦ που év’Opruyin (ἐν τῇ Δήλῳ 
Schol.) and Schol. Lycophron 401 ἡ Λητοῦς ἀδελφὴ ᾿Αστερία φεύγουσα τὴν τοῦ Διὸς μῖξιν 
μετέβαλεν ἑαυτὴν εἰς ὄρτυγα καὶ ἥλατο εἰς τὴν θάλασσαν καὶ ἐγένετο νῆσος, ἥτις ἐκ ταύτης ᾿Ορτυγία 
καὶ ᾿Αστερία ἐκαλεῖτο. τι is clear before μιν ; Blass preferred κάλ[ε]όν τε. In mada there is 
a hole between a and», which are farther apart than usual, but there would not be room for 
παλαιο]ι unless the o was abnormally small. 

24. Cf. Callim. Del. 53-4 οὐκέτ᾽ ἄδηλος ἐπέπλεες, ἀλλ᾽ ἐνὶ πόντου κύμασιν Αἰγαίοιο ποδῶν 
ἐνεθήκαο ῥίζας. 

28-30. If τᾶς is right τοξοφόρον τελέσαι γόνον will be epexegetical of ἐράσσατο, i, 6. Zeus 
desired the island as the place for the birth of Apollo. A more natural interpretation 
would be to connect ras with γόνον, but this is inadmissible since τᾶς must refer to Asteria, 
who was not the mother of Apollo. Perhaps ras should be ἃς = ἕως (O/. x. 51), when 
τελέσαι would be directly dependent on ἐράσσατο as in (Vem, i. 31 οὐκ ἔραμαι. . . ἔχειν. 
The metre being uncertain we cannot decide between κράτιστος and κάρτιστος ; the confusion 
of spelling is not unfrequent in Pindar, e.g. Py/h. xi. 18, where there is authority for 
both κρατερᾶν and xaprepav. For ὁ κράτιστος of Zeus cf. Ol. xiv. 12 θεῶν κρατίστου παῖδες, 
and for τελέσαι Pyth. iii, 9 τὸν μὲν εὐίππου Φλεγύα θυγάτηρ πρὶν τελέσσαι ματροπόλῳ σὺν ᾿Ἐλειθυίᾳ. 
γ Οἵ γονον has apparently been corrected from σ. 

The present context, as suggested by Blass, would be appropriate to Fr. go, reading 
in 1]. 3-4 x|dAxe[a}e μὲν Tolre... ὕπο kiorfes; cf, Pindar Fr. 88 ἀλλ᾽ a Κοιογενὴς ὁπότ᾽ ὠδίνεσσι 
θυίοισ᾽ ἀγχιτόκοις ἐπέβα vw (sc. Δῆλον), δὴ τότε τέσσαρες ὀρθαὶ πρέμνων ἀπώρουσαν χθονίων, ἄν 
δ᾽ ἐπικράνοις σχέθυν πέτραν ἀδαμαντοπέδιλοι κίονες. Moreover, the metre in Fr. go can be 
brought into correspondence with that in ll. 24-6: ὦ ὦ —] ἰσόρυθμος ἐφαΐ vero . . . — χ]άλκεαι 
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μὲν rolre... ὦ —U|ro κίον[ἔς, and the two passages might therefore stand in the relation 
of strophe and antistrophe. The difference of hand creates no real difficulty, for if C and 
D belong to the same MS. as A and B, which there is good ground for supposing (cf. 
introd. p. 23), a change of scribe necessarily occurred at some point, and there is no 
reason why the point should not be at the end of Col. ii of Fr. 19. The appearance of 
the papyrus, however, is very dissimilar in the two fragments; and the metrical argument 
is not strong, for the line of fracture on the left side of Fr. 90 is practically straight, and it 
is hardly likely that both ὦ ὦ —] in 1. 24 and ὦ ὦ -- υἹ] in |. 26 would have occupied the 
same space as — x] in l. 25. e have therefore refrained from bringing Fr. go into 
immediate relation with Fr. 19, though the combination is undoubtedly attractive. 

Fr, 21. The position of this fragment in relation to Frs. 16 and 17 is altogether 
uncertain ; it may precede Fr. 16 or follow Fr. 17. The recto is practically illegible. 

7. ἔσσεται, which is probably a variant for [éo]ra:, seems to be independent of αμαΐ, 
being not quite in the same straight line, and apparently by a different hand. 

Fr. 22. 3. Neither the circumflex accent nor the rough breathing is clear. ἰσῃῇ (subj. of 
ἴσαμι) is conjectured by Bury in /Vem. iv. 91. 

Fr. 26. This fragment and Fr. 27 are distinguished by the fact that the recto is in 
a different hand from that of the rest of A and B, and may be the same as that of D, where 
the text on the verso is by a second scribe. Fr. 27 is of a darker colour than Fr. 26, and 
does not apparently join directly on to it. 

5. νηλέϊ θὴρ pl: or possibly Νηρέϊον ipfep .. .(?), but the letter before » is rather more 
like p than :, and there is a mark above the preceding letter, which has to be ignored if this 
be read as ν but can well be an accent on an ἡ. 

6. κροΐ.Ἶιον : the supposed ¢ is rather tall and may be ¢. 
7. Cf. Mem. ix. 22 ᾿Ισμηνοῦ δ᾽ ἐπ᾽ ὄχθαισι. A small dot at the base of |: might be the 

vestige of an a, but [ὄχθα]ις alone would not fill the lacuna. 

Fr. 28. 2. Badvifoé...: cf. Il. 58, &c. βαθυζίων ... may also be read, but a combina- 
tion with III. 99 is not possible ; cf. note ad /oc. 

4. A@aiva . . .: or ἀθαΐνατ.. .? 

Fr. 33. 2. Perhaps dyjaco’ or Jas σ᾽: but the first σ is possibly a rubbed o, and Jdos or 
Ἶμος e. δ. might be read. 

3. Possibly ΓΑἸπολλον ; but the relative length of the next four lines renders it unlikely 
that this line is the first verse of a strophe from V. 

4. The first ε of vee is extremely doubtful, but « or o are equally unsatisfactory ; Xe or 
Xo may be read for ac. 

Fr. 44. It is not certain which way up this fragment should be placed. 

Fr. 46. 2. The mark of length above the a is not quite certain, 
3. An alternative reading ἀνθέμῳ vol for ἀνθέμων Bal is apparently indicated by the 

interlinear insertion. 
4. loxe: or Joxa, If κέλης is right the next word may be ᾿Ιόνζος : ἰοντί cannot be read. 

Fr. 47. 2. Ἰδαλιοῖ : so probably rather than Ἰδαλιαί. In any case this line cannot be the 
first of one of the strophes of V (ijie Add’ "Απολλον), since ufo . [ (βαθ]υζων ?) in the line 
below does not suit the metre of the following verse — uu —- UU - -- 

Fr. 48. This fragment cannot be placed at VI. 68-9; cf. note ad loc. 
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Frs. 49, 50. These two fragments are of the same light colour, but do not join. 

Fr. 54. 2. The letter after ἡ must be either a or 8. The insertion above the line is in 
lighter ink and somewhat blurred. 

Fr. 55. 1. The insertion (which is not certainly by the first hand) is at the distance of 
an ordinary verse from ]. 2; the note is therefore a marginal one, and Jroval came near the 
end of a line. 

Frs. 59-60. The appearance of these two small fragments suggests a connexion with 
Col. viii of A owing to the fact that the recto there has a broad strip of papyrus gummed 
on to it, the writing on which runs in the reverse direction to the cursive of the recto, and 
the recto of Frs. 59 and 60 is covered in the same way with pieces from the same document. 
The strip down Col. viii, however, is practically complete except at ll. 102-4, and since 
neither of the fragments can be fitted on there, they may come from quite another part of 
the manuscript. The recto of Fr. 68 is similar. 

Frs. 65-81. Of these seventeen fragments of scholia the recto of five, namely Frs. 71, 
475, 76, 78, and 81 is blank, and they may therefore come from either A-B, C or D; inthe 
case of Frs. 77 and 81 the remains on the recto are insufficient to identify the hand. 
The remainder, as is shown by the recto, belong either to A-B or C, the majority more 
probably to the former. Fr. 81, which is in small sloping uncials, should perhaps rather be 
referred to C or D. 

Fr. 66. This fragment is composed of two pieces, the combination of which, though 
probable, is not quite free from doubt. The line of junction is at the lacunae after γεν 
and ται. 

Fr. 71. 4. Perhaps ὁ δὲ Πίνδαροῆς λέγει [ as in Fr. 82. 3. 

C. The hand of the text changes at this point; cf, introd. p. 12. 

VIII. 

Fr. 82. 1 sqq. This scholium not improbably refers, like 1]. 7-11, to Clymenus and 
Erginus (cf. note ad /oc.), but its subject is obscured by mutilation. 

2. If ἐϊξῆλθες γί εἰνεήν is right the oracle was quoted verbatim. 
4. The word after ἡνίκα is perhaps καί; the vestiges are too slight for certain 

identification. 
4-11. Cf. Apollod. ii. 4. 11 Κλύμενον τὸν Μινυῶν βασιλέα λίθῳ βαλὼν Μενοικέως ἡνίοχος, 

ὄνομα Περιήρης, ἐν ᾿Ογχηστῷ Ποσειδῶνος τεμένει τιτρώσκει, 6 δὲ κομισθεὶς εἰς ᾿Ορχομενὸν ἡμιθνὴς 
ἐπισκήπτει τελευτῶν ᾿Εργίνῳ τῷ παιδὶ ἐκδικῆσαι (cf. Fr. 65. 5) τὸν θάνατον αὐτοῦ, στρατευσάμενος 
δὲ ᾽Εργῖνος ἐπὶ Θήβας, κτείνας οὐκ ὀλίγους, ἐσπείσατο μεθ᾽ ὅρκων ὅπως πέμπωσιν αὐτῷ Θηβαῖοι δασμὸν 
ἐπὶ ἐΐκοσιν ἔτη κατὰ ἔτος ἑκατὸν βόας. ἐπὶ τοῦτον τὸν δασμὸν τοὺς κήρυκας εἰς Θήβας ἀπιόντας 
συντυχὼν Ἡρακλῆς ἐλωβήσατο. .. ἐφ᾽ οἷς ἀγανακτῶν ἐστράτευσεν ἐπὶ Θήβας. Ἡρακλῆς δὲ... 
᾿Εργῖνον μὲν ἔκτεινε τοὺς δὲ Μινύας ἐτρέψατο, A similar account is given by Pausanias ix. 37. 2; 
cf. Schol. Οἱ xiv. 2. 

8. Perhaps Μίο)υ, but hardly Ἐργί]ν' οἿυ, since ’Epyivos is presumably the subject of 
ἀἸπήτει. το, which would be expected, does not seem admissible ; the u is extremely 
doubtful, and palaeographically ν would be more satisfactory. 

17-9. A paraphrase of ll. 25 sqq. δυτελέω in 1. 19 is corrupt. τελέως is probably 
meant, and dv may represent αὖ, ‘further’; {o)d τελέως émredc[ceis is less likely. 

20-33. ‘(Seeing Paris) hasting forth, straightway her godliest inspired heart cried out 
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with grievous moan and made utterance with such purport of speech :—O infinite far-seeing 
son of Cronos, now wilt thou accomplish the calamity fated of old what time Hecabe 
declared to the sons of Dardanus the vision which she once saw when she carried this man 
in her womb; she thought she bore a fiery hundred-handed Fury, who with cruel violence 
hurled down to the ground all Ilium. And she said...’ 

20. σπεύδοντ᾽ refers to Paris, hastening to set out for Sparta. The removal of the final 
ν of exdayéev is indicated by a dot placed above and below the letter, as in 1. 25 below; 
cf. II. 67. 

ἱερ[ώτατον : cf. note on Fr. 87. 3. 
21. κέαρ: 1.6. that of Cassandra, κέαρ being used paraphrastically for the person as 

in Vem. vii. 102 τὸ δ᾽ ἐμὸν οὔ ποτε pace κέαρ. For ὀλοαῖσι στοναχαῖς cf. Ziad Ψ 10 ὀλοοῖο 
++» γόοιο. 

22. The accent and mark of quantity on crovayas show that the scribe carelessly 
mistook the dative for the nominative. 

23. xopupa: cf. Ol. vii. 68-9 τελεύταθεν δὲ λόγων κορυφαὶ ἐν ἀλαθείᾳ πετοῖσαι and Pyth. 
iii. 80 λόγων συνέμεν κορυφάν. The analogy of these passages makes λόγων in |. 24 pre- 
ferable to the v. 4. λόγον. With what object the curved marks were placed beneath the 
syllables αἱ and ga is not clear; cf. IX. 35 and 41, where the syllables yee of λέχει and 
Τὴν in the name Τήνερον are similarly underlined. Such signs are used e.g. in the 
Bacchylides papyrus to connect the constituent parts of compound words (iii. 23 δαμασίππου, 
ν. 19 εὐρυάνακτος, &c.), but though the stroke would serve to warn the reader that Τὴν in 
Tyvepov was not the article, and that τοιαιδὲ was one word, not two, no similar explanation 
will apply to κορυφᾶι or λέχει. In the former word next to the circumflex accent is a mark 
which we can only explain as a sign of short quantity indicating κορυφαί, though this is 
contradicted by the accent and κορυφαί would not construe, 

σάμαινεν : the interlinear ν is in a lighter ink, and was perhaps added by a later hand. 
24. λόγων: cf. note on |. 23. The adjective παναπείρων is found only in Orph. 27. 

58. 10 νόμον ὠγύγιον παναπείρονος εὐνόμου ἀρχῆς. παναπείριτ᾽ (Oppian C. ii. 517) in the same 
sense Or παναπῆμον (Hesiod, Of. 811, Anth. Pal. ix. 525. 173; cf. Pindar, Pysh. x. 
21-2 θεὸς εἴη ἀπήμων κέαρ) are other possibilities. 

25. The reading τελεῖς was altered to τέλει (imperative), a dot having been placed 
above and below the final σ (cf. 1. 20), and the accent of τέλει added. The indicative τελεῖς 
is preferable, since Cassandra did not wish for the accomplishment of the ruin of Troy, but 
only foresaw it. 

29. τόνδ᾽ ἀνέρ᾽ means of course Paris. 
30 sqq. On this well-known story of Hecuba’s dream cf. e.g. Apollod. iii. r2. αὶ 

δευτέρου δὲ γεννᾶσθαι μέλλοντος βρέφους ἔδοξεν Ἑκάβη καθ᾿ ὕπαρ δαλὸν τεκεῖν διάπυρον (so 
Eurip. Zrovades 921-2 βρέφος, δαλοῦ πικρὸν μίμημ᾽, Schol. Eurip. Andr. 294 λαμπάδα, Vergil, 
Aen. vii. 320 Nec face tanium Cissets praegnas, &C.), τοῦτων δὲ πᾶσαν ἐπινέμεσθαι τὴν πόλιν καὶ 
καιειν. 

32. ἐπὶ πέδον : cf. Aesch. Fr. 169 πρὸς πέδῳ βάλῃς, &c. 
33 sqq. These mutilated lines probably refer to the interpretation of the dream, of 

which different accounts are preserved. According to Apollod. 1. c. the interpreter was 
Priam’s son Aesacus, at whose recommendation the child was exposed, but ineffectually 
(cf. 1. 35 (?) ἔσφαἹλε προμάθεια). 

34. For ὑπναλέον cf. Anth. Pal. v. 242. 5 ἐν ὑπναλέοισιν ὀνείροις. Either « or ἡ might be 
read in place of a, but not o. 

35: Perhaps οὕτως "Alpic(rapxos) or ’Alp(toropa)r(ns) ; cf. note on II. 61. 

Frs. 83-4. That Fr. 83 should be placed at the top of this column is made almost 
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certain by the combination of three considerations: (1) the similar appearance of the verso 
of Frs. 83 and 84, (2) the fact that a strengthening strip from a cursive document has been 
gummed on the recto of both of them, (3) the coincidence that when the fragment is so 
placed a column of exactly the right length results. On grounds analogous to (1) 
and (2) Fr. 85 is also to be placed in the upper part of the column, probably close to 
Fr. 84. 

1-2. ενωΐ and pe .{ are probably the beginnings of lines. 
8. The vestiges at the end of this line may belong to a scholium. 
11. κλιθείς occurs also in ΟἿ, i. 92 ᾿Αλφεοῦ πόρῳ κλ. and Wem. iv. 15 θάμα κε τῷδε μέλει 

kX, υἱὸν (Ὁ) κελάδησε. κλιθείς in the present passage will mean simply ‘ reclining.’ 
12. mpaéov is apparently the neuter participle future agreeing with ἔπος, though the 

expression is somewhat strange. 
13. If the marginal Xpvo( ) gives the name of the speaker, possibly the Trojan 

Chryses, who was a priest of Apollo, or the Cretan Chrysothemis, who is said to have 
been the first winner in the contest of singing a hymn to Apollo at Delphi (Pausan. x. 7. 2), 
may be meant. But on the analogy of the other abbreviated names of Pindaric com- 
mentators which occur in this papyrus it is more probable that Xpuo( ) stands for the critic 
Χρύσιππος, who is frequently referred to in the extant scholia. 

15. From the conjunction in the scholium of ὠκεανοῦ and θέμιδος it may be inferred that 
the latter word followed in the text. The reading is practically certain, and τ cannot be 
substituted for ὃ, though it should perhaps be restored in accordance with the usual 
Pindaric declension. 

Fr. 86. 1. This line was probably, but not certainly, the first of a column. The frag- 
ment cannot be combined with Fr. 88 θ᾽ i|meprara, &c. 

Fr. 87. 3. There is a remarkable coincidence between the remains of this line and 
Fr. 82. 20; the word ἱερώτατον probably occurs in both verses, and the same ambiguity 
of metre in the preceding word is also found in both cases. But the hypothesis that the 
two verses are in strophic correspondence is open to the objection that Fr. 87. 4 |evres 
does not agree with Fr. 82. 21 ὀλοαῖσι ; this difficulty, however, could easily be overcome 
by writing ὀλοιαῖσι. 

Fr. 90. On the grounds for and against bringing this fragment into connexion with 
Fr. 19 see note on ll. 28-30 ad loc. 

Fr. οι. This fragment may contain the beginnings of lines. 
Fr. 93. For the double accent on ὅπλοις cf. note on V. 44. The rough breathing is 

not clear. 
Fr. 95. 5. Perhaps a critical note, if ἔν τισι = ‘in some copies.’ 
Fr. 96. 1. θρασύς seems to be a variant for ταχύς. If “AdeEavé[p below is a reference to 

Paris, the fragment may come from the column following Fr. 82. ii; οἵ. Frs. 129-31. 1. 
Frs. 103-4. These two fragments are very similar in appearance, and probably go close 

together. 
Fr. τοῦ. ἀπ[ὸ] δάφνης δαφνη[φορικόν : the poems described as δαφνηφορικά were so called 

from the branches of laurel which the singers carried, and according to Proclus, Chres¢. ap. 
Phot. £737, 239, they were classed with the Παρθένεια,----ΠΠαρθ. οἷς καὶ τὰ Δαφνηφορικὰ ὡς εἰς 
γένος πίπτει. The δαφνηφορία was specially associated with the Ismenion at Thebes. Cf. 
introd. p. 24. 

Fr. 108. πρ]οσόδι[ον seems a likely restoration; on its possible significance cf. introd. 
p: 24. 

Fr. 109. The occurrence of an elision mark between e and ὦ leads us to regard this 
line as belonging to the text in spite of the rather small size of the letters. 
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Fr. 111. Probably from the top of a column. The first line may be part of 
a scholium. 

Fr. 116. The vestiges below the third line seem to represent lectional signs rather 
than letters. 

Fr. 117. 2. The supposed high stop may be the end of an acute accent. 
Fr. 124. The writing in this fragment is slightly more cursive than usual in the notes 

by the first hand. 

D. Frs. 126-39 are distinguished from those under C by the presence of a different 
hand on the recto. 

IX. For THE THEBANS. 

1-21 = Pindar Fr. 107, preserved in Dionys. Hal. De Demosth. dict. c. 7 ταῦτα καὶ τὰ 
ὅμοια τούτοις, ἃ πολλά ἐστιν, εἰ λάβοι μέλη καὶ ῥυθμοὺς ὥσπερ of διθύραμβοι καὶ τὰ ὑπορχήματα, 
τοῖς Πινδάρου ποιήμασιν ἐοικέναι δόξειεν ἂν τοῖς εἰς τὸν ἥλιον εἰρημένοις, ὥς γ᾽ ἐμοὶ φαίνεται" ᾿Ακτίς, 
κατὰ. The general accuracy of Dionysius’ quotation is confirmed by the metre as 
determined by Il. 34 sqq., though some small improvements can now be effected. On the 
class of composition to which the ode belongs cf. introd. p. 23. 

1-2. ri (Dionys.) suits the metre and makes good sense. 
μήσεαι, ὦ μᾶτερ: ἐμῆς θεῶ μ᾽ ἅτερ Dionys., of which Blass’s emendation pnoea (or 

ἐμήσαο Bergk) ὦ μᾶτερ is confirmed by the metre. 
3. An additional short syllable is required before ἔθηκας to produce a correspondence 

with 1. 43, which there is no reason to suspect. Perhaps νυν, which might easily have 
dropped out after κλεπτόπενον, or τύ γ᾽ should be inserted. ἔθηκας is likely to be sound ; cf. 
e.g. 1. 19 below and Οἱ ii. 16-7 ἀποίητον . . . θέμεν ἔργων τέλος. 

4. ἰσχύν τ᾽ ἀνδράσι(ν) Blass, now confirmed by 1]. 14, 34, and 44; ἰσχὺν πτανὸν ἀνδρ. 
Dionys. (πτανὸν δράσιν Paris. 1745). Though the syllable may be long or short (short 
in ll. 14 and 34, long in 1. 44),it is better to write -ow than -o since -ow recurs in the 
same position in 1. 14. Other similar correspondences in this poem are ll. § and 15 -rov... 
-pev-, ll. 8 and 38 -εύω. 

4. ἵππος θαθοάς Dionys., ἱπποσόα Boas Blass. 
g-11. Our identification of Fr. 127 is of course uncertain, but the accents on Ἰόλί and 

Ἰότί both happen to suit, and, moreover, the recto is blank as it should be if the fragment 
belongs to Col. ii of Fr. 126. 

9. [eis]: ἐς Dionys., but the syllable is long in Il. rg and 49. 
13. The remains of the first letter are consistent with either o or ὦ, but the con- 

ditions seem less difficult if the two initial feet are taken to be [U|ovdo{— rather than [ὦ --ἰονσσί. 
Above the @ or o is a dot which is more probably the tip of a lectional sign, e.g. a grave 
or circumflex accent, than of an over-written letter. The doubtful o might be ε, o ora, 

but hardly 6. 
πολέμοιο δὲ σᾶμα : πολέμου δὶς ἅμα Dionys. Scaliger’s caua has been generally accepted, 

and πολέμοιο δε can now be confidently restored with the aid of the metre in 1. 43. 
16. (Uv) ἂμ πέδον : ἀλλὰ πέδον Dionys., of which Hermann’s dp is a natural emendation, 

but then a short syllable is wanting before ἄμ. (ἄρ᾽) (Blass) would serve. 
17. For the alternative accents on zayerov cf. VI. 88. The word is commonly made 

oxytone; cf, Arcad. 81. 14 mayeros, ὅπερ ὀξύνει ἡ συνήθεια, Eranius Philo, p, 172 mdyeros 

μὲν τὸ κρύος, mayerds δὲ ὁ χειμών. 
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18. ῥέον Schroeder for Dionys. ἱερόν. The scholium below this line confirms ἣ νότιον 
θέρος, but does not seem to have been illuminating. 

22-33. It appears probable that a single column is the extent of the loss between 
ll. 18 and 34. This column would have contained fifteen or sixteen lines, giving an epode 
of the very suitable number either of ten verses, which is also the length of the strophe, 
or of eleven, for which there is an exact parallel in 1V. 

Il. 34-49. ‘I have been perfected by some divine influence hard by the immortal 
couch of Melia to compose a noble strain with flute and cunning of the mind, for your 
sake. I supplicate thee, Far-darter, consecrating to the Muses’ arts this shrine .. . 
wherein Oceanus’ daughter Melia once shared thy couch, O god of Pytho, and bore mighty 
Tenerus, the chosen interpreter of heaven’s decrees. To his care didst thou, father with 
unshorn locks, commit the host of Cadmus and the city of Zeathus, on account of his wise 
fortitude. For the sea-dwelling wielder of the trident honoured him above other mortals, 
and he hastened (to ἢ) the region of the Euripus .. «ἢ 

34, The use of ἐκράνθην is somewhat strange; the idea appears to be the need of 
divine help if the poet is to attain perfection in his art, ἐπιτελεῖσθαι, which is given as an 
equivalent, occurs in a different sense in Fr. 82. 20. 

35. According to the explanation of the scholiast, the ‘couch of Melia’ means the 
Theban Ismenion, or temple of Apollo Ismenius. Melia, the daughter of Oceanus, was 
the mother of the seer Tenerus by Apollo, and like her son was revered at Thebes, where 
there was a spring which bore her name, close to the Ismenion; cf. ll. 41-3 below, 
νά. xi. 4-6 and Schol. ad. Joc., Pausan. ix. 10. 5, &c. 

36. For the Doric infinitive συνάγεν cf. VI. 94, note, and for θρόον, Wem. vii. 81 πολύφατον 
θρόον ὕμνων dove. In the fragmentary scholium in the margin με may well be part of the 
name ΜεΪλία and τηΐ of Ti[vepos, e. g. ἐν τούτῳ [τῷ ἱερῷ τὴν] Με[λίαν τεκεῖν φασι] Τήνερον ᾿Απόλλωνι. 
Cf. the preceding note. 

38. The letters ra in εκαταβολε are crossed through, and also have dots above them ; 
that ἑκαβόλε is here the correct form is proved by the metre. 

39. ἀν[α]τιθείς : cf. Pyth, viii. 29-31 ἀναθέμεν πᾶσαν μακραγορίαν λύρᾳ τε καὶ φθέγματι 
μαλθακῷ, where, however, the verb has an abstract object. 

40. The latter half of this line presents difficulties. Δ ando are clear, and if τ, which 
is nearly certain, is right, the intervening letter must be ». It is doubtful whether the 
traces before Ao represent two letters or only one; if there are two a m would be best 
for the first, though ἡ, ¢ &, or perhaps « might also be read; of the second there is only 
a small speck, which would suit any letter beginning with a more or less upright stroke, 
If on the other hand there is only one letter, it can hardly be other than o, and some narrow 
letter should stand between it and the A. -- -- λον τ᾽ [ὀπ]ΐ, as suggested by Blass, would 
be attractive if a suitable word ending in Aov could be found, though ἐν ᾧ in |. 41 would 
better accord with a single antecedent substantive. It is rather tempting to read [ὦ πο[λίλον 
τίεόϊν ; the supposed acute accent, of which only a tiny top remains, over the first syllable 
might well be a mark of elision or crasis, and the o, though not very satisfactory, is 
possible, The difficulty lies in reading anything but « for the final letter. « and the 
second upright of » are indistinguishable in form, but some part of the diagonal stroke of 
a v would be expected to be visible. The papyrus, however, is damaged, and it is perhaps 
too much to say that a ν is to be excluded, though a restoration requiring it cannot be 
regarded as convincing. Bury suggests τόθ], which might be accepted if no better 
solution is forthcoming. 

41. On the myth of Tenerus cf. note on 1. 35. 
θεμίτζων : cf. Pindar Fr. 192 Δελφοὶ θεμίστων {ὕμνων) μάντιες ᾿Απολλωνίδαι, 
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44. Κάδμου στρατὸν καὶ Ζεάθου πόϊλιν : i.e. Thebes and the Thebans, Ζέαθος is ap- 
parently an otherwise unattested form of Ζῆθος, who with his twin brother Amphion took 
and fortified Thebes and was buried there. 

47. There is not too much space for the or of ’Opo{or|piawa, which is the regular 
Pindaric form (Οἱ viii. 48, Pyth. ii. 12, Nem. iv. 86), and perhaps ’Opourp. was written; 
cf. ὀρσίκτυπος and ὀρσινεφής. ᾿Ορσιτρίαινα (ὄρνυμι) would have a different shade of meaning 
from that of ’Opaorpiawa (dpads). 

48. Cf. Pyth. xi. 4-5 πὰρ Μελίαν χρυσέων ἐς ἄδυτον τριπόδων θησαυρόν, ὃν περίαλλ᾽ ἐτίμασε 
Λοξίας. 

49. Without the complete context the meaning of συνέτεινε cannot be clearly defined, 
but it appears to be equivalent to confendzt, ‘hastened, a sense found in late writers; 
cf, Bekker, Anecd. p. 64 συντείνειν" τὸ τρέχειν συντεταμένως, Plutarch (Vic. 30 δρόμῳ συντείνας 
eis τὸ ἄστυ. 

The subject of Fr. 139, where some one is said to have gone to Aulis and made 
prophecies there, is very probably Tenerus, but that note cannot be the continuation of 
petaro|pevOjvat λέγεται (?), for such an arrangement would make the distance between 
Col. iv and the next too great, and it is pretty clear from the width of its lower margin 
that Fr. 139 ran underneath a column (cf. Fr. 126. ii and Fr. 129), whereas μεταπο[ρευθῆναι does 
not. It is, however, likely enough that Fr. 139 comes from the bottom of the column 
following Col. iv and referred to a passage standing in close relation to Εὐρίπου τε ovverewe 
χῶρον. 

Frs. 129-31. The metre shows that these two fragmentary columns do not belong 
to IX ; the strophe or epode contained at least fourteen verses (Il. 2-15). 

3. ἕνατί with what seems to be the top of a mark of long quantity above the letter after 
the τ is presumably ἐνάτᾳ or ἐνάταν, and the references to an evyaernpis in the margin opposite 
and below the column are to be connected with this. This Theban δαφνηφορία was held 
δι᾿ ἐνναετηρίδος according to Proclus, Chres/. ap. Photius £767. 239. 

1-5. Scholium. Cf. Homer, 771. Β 751 sqq. οἵ τ᾽ ἀμφ᾽ ἱμερτὸν Τιταρήσιον ἔργ᾽ ἐνέμοντο, ὅς ῥ᾽ 
ἐς Πηνειὸν προΐει καλλίρροον ὕδωρ. .. ὅρκου γὰρ δεινοῦ Στυγὸς ὕδατός ἐστιν ἀπορρώξ, the last line being 
partially quoted at the beginning of the note. The sentence is probably complete at 
Πηνειόν, and the word τινά seems to have occurred in the text. The space between ὅρίκου 
κιτιλ. and λουστί x.7.A. indicates that the two lines belong to distinct notes. 

6. Schol. below line. The number of letters lost in the gap between the two halves 
of this note is uncertain, but may be estimated at about sixteen. It is not possible to read 
διὰ 6 ἐϊτ]ῶν, as would be expected (cf. note on 1. 3); but perhaps e is a graphical error 
for 6, or there may have been some question whether the δαφνηφορία occurred at intervals 
of five or of nine years, Pausanias (ix. 10. 4) says that a boy called δαφνηφόρος was made 
ἱερέα ἐνιαύσιον. 

Frs. 132-3. If these two fragments are to be assigned to the foregoing column, they 
should be placed so that Joo¢ in Fr. 133 comes approximately over Ἰκουγαρ (]. 5 schol.), and 
Fr. 132 above and in the same straight line with Fr. 133, the edges of the papyrus in neither 
case directly joining. We are led to this arrangement by the coincidence that the fragments, 
like Fr. 130, have a strengthening strip gummed on to the recto, andalso show a selis. But 
since the recto is in both cases nearly blank, it is not absolutely certain (though probable) 
that these fragments belong to D rather than to Ὁ, 

Fr, 131. ii. 12 πολιάοχί : cf. OL. v. 10 ὦ πολιάοχε Παλλάς. 
14. ξενοκαδής is a ἅπαξ λεγόμενον. 
15. The paragraphus below this line marks the conclusion of a strophic section. 
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18. ἐμ : or perhaps ra[; the tops of the letters are lost. 
19. κείνου is also a possibility, but not κεῖνον on account of the accent. 
20. The accent indicates πἰρ]οβώμζιος or -ν. 

Fr. 134. 3. The interlinear uxa8[ seems to be the same word as that which occurs 
in the reading attributed to Aristophanes in 1, 9 εἰκάδιος, which, if sound, must be an adjective 

derived from εἰκάς, otherwise attested only as a proper name. According to the Ziym. Mag. 

s.v. there was a festival of Apollo on the 2oth of the month. 

4. \er(): or Jnr) (Ερ]ητί )?)- 
Ὁ: Cf. note on 1. 3. 

Fr. 137. 2. The paragraphus below the line shows that ἔρχεσθαι is the beginning of 
a sentence. 

Fr. 139. Cf. note on IX. 49.  o( ) in 1. 2 is possibly ΕὐριπΊ]οί ). 
Frs. 140-62. The recto of these small fragments is blank or practically so, and there 

is consequently no safe criterion for determining whether they belong to C or D. The 
texture and colour of the papyrus, however, suggests that Frs. 140, 146, and 161 come from 
D, and most of the others from C. Fr. 151 perhaps does not belong to this papyrus. 

Fr. 145. 2. The letters are only slightly smaller than those above, and since the 
two lines are the ordinary distance apart, |Seox) may be part of the text, not of 
a scholium. 

Fr. 154. lo followed by a dot is an interlinear variant. The circumflex accent is doubtful. 
Fr, 156. 1. The supposed mark of length over a may be a mark of short quantity 

or a grave accent. 

Fr. τότ. Cf. ΙΧ. Col. iv and Fr. 138. 
Fr. 162. 1. This line is in a different hand from that of the rest of the text, and seems 

to be over an erasure. The hand of ll. 2-3, however, indicates that the fragment, which 
probably is from the bottom of a column, belongs to C—D. 

842. THEOPOMPUS (OR CRATIPPUS), Hellenica. 

Height 21-2 cm. Plates IV and V (Cols. v—vi and xi-xii.). 

Since the discovery of the ᾿Αθηναίων Πολιτεία in 1890 Egypt has not 

produced any historical papyrus at all comparable in importance to these 

portions of a lost Greek historian, obviously of the first rank, dealing in minute 
detail with the events of the Greek world in the years 396 and 395 B.c. The 
papyrus, which with the exception of the manuscript of Plato’s Symposium (848) 
is the largest literary text that has been found at Oxyrhynchus, originally con- 

sisted of about 230 fragments of varying sizes. These have been so far pieced 
together that only about fifty-five, none of which is large, remain unplaced, and 
it is improbable that further efforts at combination will yield results of much 

importance. Like the manuscript of Pindar’s Paeans (841) the historical work, 
though written in uncials, is on the verso of an official document. This is a 

land-survey register giving a long list of cultivators, and the entries in most 
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cases follow the same scheme, which gives (1) the geographical relation of the 

plot of land in question to its predecessor, (2) the name of the owner or lessee, 
(3) the rent and area, (4) the adjacent plots, (5) the changes introduced with 
regard to rent. The village of Ibion Argaei, which was in the south-west of the 
Arsinoite nome, is mentioned as being in the vicinity of one of the plots of land, 

and the land-survey was no doubt drawn up at some village near Ibion, but 

whether the historical work was also written in that district or at Oxyrhynchus 

is uncertain. Various years, ranging from the 4th to the 12th, of an unnamed 

emperor are mentioned, and the handwriting shows that he belonged to the 

second century. Since the survey was probably written soon after the 12th year, 

the reign of Commodus, which in Egypt was reckoned from his father’s accession 

and therefore begins with his 20th year, is out of the question; the reign of 

Hadrian or Antoninus is as likely to be meant as that of Marcus Aurelius. The 

land-survey has of course been of the utmost service in determining the place of 

detached fragments of the historian, and is in itself of no slight interest : the text 
of portions of it will be given in Part VI. The writing in some places is con- 

cealed by strips of papyrus which were gummed on in order to strengthen the roll 
when the verso came to be used. 

Of the historical work at least twenty-one columns are to be distinguished, 

written in two hands. Postponing for the moment the question of the right order 

of these columns, and assuming the correctness of the numbers assigned to them 

by us, the first hand is responsible for Cols. i-iv, vi. 27-xxi, and all the loose 
fragments except Frs. 3 and perhaps16. The scribe employs a small neat uncial 

of the sloping oval type, representing a transitional stage between the earlier 
specimens of this style, e.g. the Oxyrhynchus papyrus of Demosthenes’ Προοίμια 

δημηγορικά (26) of the late first or early second century, and the ordinary third 

century type illustrated e.g. by 23 and 232. N at the end of a line is generally 

indicated by a horizontal stroke above the final letter, a practice already found in 

the second century, and a few of the conventional abbreviations occur at the ends 

of lines, «’ for καί in ix. 25, xiv. 13, xx. 20 and 25, w’ for μέν in xviii. 24 and 35, 
these being similar to the abbreviations found in e.g. the ᾿Αθηναίων Πολιτεία. 
A peculiar characteristic of this scribe is his tendency (especially at the ends 

of lines) to combine the letters M and Hor H and N so that the last vertical stroke 
of the first letter serves also as the first of the second, e.g. Iopn{viav in xiii. I0, 

μηνων in xvi. 2, τὴν in xix. 36. The beginning of a new section is marked by 

a coronis or paragraphus, a small blank space being left where the transition 
occurs in the middle of a line; but there are no stops, and only two accents 
(xx. 36, Fr. 45. 3), and a couple of breathings (xi. 2, xx. 32). Diaereses are 
sometimes placed over 1 and v. Ina few cases omitted words or letters have 
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been inserted above the line by the scribe himself (xii. 25, xvi. 2, xxi. 18 

and 33, Fr. 33. 8), but not nearly so often as was desirable, the number of 
words omitted being considerable; cf. i. 5, note. Some serious corruptions 
occur, e.g. πρὸς Παρυην πολιν for παρ Yaprodw in xv. 26, Πήγης (sic) for Περσης 

in xx. 36, ovrw for ὑπὸ in xvi. 31 (cf. also i. 27, vi. 12, xii. 27, 39, Xiv. 15, XX. 31, 

and xxi. 32), and the spelling of proper names is frequently inconsistent, cf. 6. g. 

xii. 34-5, note. The second hand, which is responsible for v. 1-vi. 27 with 
Frs. 3 and perhaps 16, is smaller and rougher than the first. N at the end 

of a line is often written as a horizontal stroke; and a diaeresis occurs in v. 44. 

Stops (high points) are freely employed, a slight space being also left to mark 

the pause, and sometimes the space occurs where the stop is omitted ; cf. v. 1, 

note. A paragraphus is found in vi. 10 marking a transition which the first 

hand would have ignored. In the margin against v. 45 occurs 3, perhaps 

denoting the 4ooth line of the MS.; cf. note ad Joc. Unlike the first scribe, 

the second hand writes . adscript. A slip occurs in vi. 18. With regard to 
the date of the MS., the survey on the recto was, as we have said, written 

about the middle of the second century, and we should ascribe the text on 

the verso to the end of that century or the early part of the third. A late 

third-century date is out of the question. The first hand is not very uniform 

either in the size or spacing of his letters ; at the end of a line they are some- 
times very small and cramped, and the beginnings of lines tend gradually to 
move further to the left as the column proceeds. Hence, though the columns 

measure about 16-7 x9 cm. with tolerable regularity, there is much variation in 

the number of lines in a column and the number of letters ina line. Col. i has 
only 37 lines, but Col. ii has 40, Col. iii 43, and Col. iv. 42 (?). In Col. vii the 
number is as high as 45, the scribe being influenced by the more compact writing 
employed by the second hand, who in Col. v, the only extant column entirely 

due to him, reaches the exceptionally large number of 60 lines ; even Col. vi, 
which is divided between the two scribes, has 53. After Col. vii the numbers 

tend to diminish again. Col. viii has 42 lines, Cols. xi-xii, xv, xviii-xxi 39, Cols. 

xiii, xiv and xvii 40, Col. xvi 38. Few lines by the first hand exceed 45 or 

fall below 35 letters, the average being about 40. In vi. 5-27, the only complete 

or nearly complete lines by the second hand, the average is also about 40. Cols. 

i-ii, vi, and xi-xxi, representing about two-thirds of a total of approximately 

800 lines, are well preserved, and in all but a few passages admit of a satisfactory 

restoration of the lacunae. Of Col. iii only about half of each line is extant, and 

in Cols. v, vii, and viii still less, but the sense can occasionally be caught ; Cols. 

iv, ix, and x, however, are hopeless. 
These twenty-one columns are not continuous, but are divided into four 
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distinct sections, separated from each other by gaps of uncertain length in which 

several columns are or may be missing. We have called these sections A, B, C, 

and D. A consists of Cols. i-iv, including Frs. 1 and 2, only i-ii and 

iii-iv being continuous, but that Col. iii with Fr. 1 follows immediately after 
Col. ii is certain both from internal evidence and from the recto; cf. iii. 1-5, 

note. Whether the small Fr. 2 belongs to iii. 40-43, as we suppose, is more 

doubtful. B consists of Cols. v—viii with Frs. 3-7, and contains Cols. v, vi and 

the beginnings of lines of vii on the same piece of papyrus. The place of 
Frs. 3, 4,and 7, though separated from the main body of B, is definitely fixed 

(cf. notes on v. 41, vii. 1-2, and viii. 3); hence it is certain that Col. viii 
immediately follows vii. That Frs. 5 and 6 belong to Col. vii is practically 

secure, and we have assigned them to ll. 16-24 and 35-41 respectively, but their 

exact position is doubtful; cf. notes ad Joc. C contains only the two quite 

fragmentary Cols. ix and x with Frs. 8-15, which seem to belong to this 

section. D, by far the largest section, has Cols. xi-xxi, which are continuous. 
The first problem that arises is the order of these four sections, which 

unfortunately is in some respects not clear, in spite of the fact that our author 
(whom in order not to prejudice the question of his identity with any known 

historian we henceforth call P) seems to have arranged his work on chronological 
principles almost as strictly as Thucydides and much more carefully than 

Xenophon. That D comes after A and B is certain from internal evidence, for 

it contains (xviii. 33 sqq.) the account of the campaign of Agesilaus in the late 

summer and autumn of 395, whereas B narrates (ν. 6-vii. 4) his campaign in the 
spring and early summer of the same year, and the general description of 

the anti-Spartan feeling in Greece in A (i. 33 sqq.) must obviously have preceded 

the much more detailed account in D of the Theban intrigues which led first to 
the war with Phocis and then to an open breach with Sparta (xi. 34 sqq.). 
That D comes last of the four sections is also indicated by the land-survey on 

the recto, the writing of which runs in the opposite direction to that of the verso, 
and which accordingly begins on the other side of Col. xxi. For Col. i of the 

land-survey is in a different hand from the rest, and follows a different formula, 

being apparently a register of land καθ᾽ ὕδατος, and concluding γίνο(νται) καθ᾽ 

ὕδατος (ἄρουραι) ψκηΖιελβξὸ, Sv ἡ ποσεία, referring apparently to the following 

detailed survey-list, though only in a few cases is it stated that individual plots 

were under water. Hence the presumption is that the land-survey on the recto 

of A, B, and C comes later than that of D, i.e. that the writing on the verso of 
A, B, and C precedes Ὁ. With regard to the position of C (Cols. ix—x), owing 
to its hopelessly mutilated condition there is no internal evidence to guide us, so 

that beyond the presumption just indicated that it precedes D its relation to the 

I 
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other sections is wholly uncertain, and it may be placed before A, between 

A and B, or between B and D. Our choice of the last alternative is quite 

arbitrary, and the question is of secondary importance. The main problem with 

regard to the order of the sections concerns A and B—which of these two is to 

be placed first? The external evidence is conflicting. On the one hand, before 
Col. i of A is a blank margin 4% cm. in width, whereas the ordinary width of the 

margin between two columns of this papyrus is only 14cm. Since Col. i. 1 is 

obviously the beginning of a new chapter it is clear that the broad margin before 
it is no mere accident, and that Col. i is either the absolute beginning of the roll, 

or was intentionally separated widely from preceding columns in order to mark 

the commencement of a new division (probably a new book) of the author’s 
work. That the roll originally extended beyond the present starting-point of A 

is known from the land-survey on the recto of the margin of Col. i, which breaks 
off in the middles of lines; but since no regard would be paid to the writing on 
the recto when the verso came to be used, it is quite possible that the vertical 

fracture down the left edge of the margin of A is the result not of injury 

when the MS. was thrown away, but of design when the verso was prepared 
for use. On the other hand A is written by the second of the two scribes who 

appear in B, so that if A follows B it is necessary to assume only one change | 

of hands, whereas if A precedes B it must be supposed that the first scribe 

gave way to the second at some point in the gap between Cols. iv and v 

and then resumed at vi. 27. The hypothesis that B comes first has therefore the 

advantage of greater simplicity, and is supported by the analogy of the land- 

survey, in which we justifiably used the identity of the hand on the recto of 

A, B, and C with the second hand on the recto of D as an argument for 

placing the recto of A-C after D. In fact, the priority of B to A has so 

much prima facie probability that at first and for a long time we adopted that 

sequence ; it was only when we came to examine in detail the historical problems 
connected with A that we decided to place it before B. The relative order of 

these two sections makes a considerable difference to the interpretation of A, 

for since B is known from other sources to refer to the spring and early summer 

of 395, the θέρος in A iii. 9, on which the whole chronology of A depends, must, 

if A comes after B, refer to 395, whereas, if A precedes B, the summer of 396 is 
meant, an earlier year being for various reasons out of the question. A unfortu- 

nately mentions no event of which the precise date is fixed by independent 

evidence, for though the arrival of Conon’s reinforcements from Phoenicia 
(iii. 23-7) is also recorded by Diodorus, that historian’s account of the naval war 

is too brief and his chronology too uncertain to help in choosing between the 

rival dates for the events recorded in A. The two principal difficulties which 
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arise from the attribution of A to 395 instead of 396, and which have therefore 
induced us to place A before B, are discussed in detail in the notes on iii. 9, 21, 

and 23-6. Tosummarize the results there reached, the view that the θέρος in iii. 9 

refers to 395 inevitably leads to the conclusion that the year which P took as 

a kind of fresh starting-point after the close of the Peloponnesian war corresponds 

to the archonship of Micon 402-1, in which no incident of particular note took 
place, whereas the view that the θέρος is that of 396 will make P’s starting-point 

after the war 403-2, approximately the archonship of Euclides, which is a most 
natural and reasonable year to select for the commencement of a fresh epoch. 
Secondly, the hypothesis that A concerns 395 leads to great confusion with 

regard to the Spartan ναύαρχοι, of whom two seem to arrive in the same summer, 

an inference which can only be avoided by encountering worse obstacles, whereas 

if A refers to 396 all difficulty is removed. Thirdly, the view that A concerns 

396 has the advantage of allowing more time for the change of policy on the 

part of the moderate democrats at Athens with regard to a war with Sparta; 

cf. i. 16, note. We therefore prefer the arrangement adopted in the text, 

according to which A precedes B and relates to 396; and seeing that A in any 

case begins a new division or book, we are disposed to regard it as the actual 

commencement of the whole roll. A parallel for the changes of hands, whereby 

the portion written by a second scribe comes between two portions written by 
the first, is to be found in the MS. of the ᾿Αθηναίων Πολιτεία. There the third 

hand, which begins in Col. xx and continues up to the end of the second roll at 
Col. xxiv, is also responsible for the fourth roll containing Cols. xxxi-vii, the 
intervening roll containing Cols. xxv—xxx being written by the fourth hand. 

We proceed to a short analysis of the contents of the papyrus, which for 

the convenience of future reference we have divided into chapters and sec- 
tions, though in the present edition we generally refer to columns and lines 

only. A commences with an account of the sailing from Athens of a trireme 

commanded by a certain Demaenetus without official sanction to assist Conon, 

and the unsuccessful efforts of the Spartan harmost at Aegina to intercept it 

(i. I-iii. 7). This incident, to which a passing allusion occurs in Aeschines 
(cf. i. 3, note), is of slight importance; but the commotion at Athens caused 

by it enables P to give a very interesting description of the attitude towards 

Sparta of the various Athenian parties at the time (i. 9-ii. 1), from which he 

diverges into an important excursus upon the origin of the anti-Spartan feel- 
ing in Greece (ii. 1-35). The adjectives used by P in describing the contending 

parties at Athens and his severe judgement upon the extreme democrats, whom 

he not only charges with accepting Persian bribes but with desiring a war with 

Sparta for purely selfish reasons (i. 33, note), betray his aristocratic proclivities ; 

12 
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but on the other hand he controverts strongly the theory, no doubt put forward 

by the Spartans, that the mission of Timocrates was instrumental in bringing 
about the anti-Spartan league, and exhibits a considerable historical insight into 

the political situation, of which he takes on the wholeavery just view. The first 
of a long series of conflicts with Xenophon occurs in connexion with the date of 

the sending of Timocrates, whom Xenophon (supported by Pausanias and Plutarch) 

represents as dispatched by Tithraustes in the summer of 395, while P connects 

him with Pharnabazus (therein agreeing with Polyaenus), and implies that the 

mission took place much earlier, i.e. in 397 or early in 396. P and Xenophon 
also come into conflict on the question of the acceptance of Timocrates’ bribes by 

the Athenians, and the part played by those bribes in bringing about the anti- 

Spartan confederacy, on both of which points P’s version is again, in our opinion, 

superior (i. 33, note). An allusion to Pharax as 6 πρότερον ναύαρχος goes far to solve 
the much disputed problem of the date of that admiral’s year of office (i. 30, note). 

The mention of Timolaus in connexion with the opposition to Sparta at Corinth 
gives rise to a digression on some former exploits of his in the Decelean war. 

These are not mentioned by Thucydides, and the fact that the second one, which 
probably occurred just after the latest events recorded by that historian, had 

already been noticed by P probably in its proper chronological position, is an 

important indication of the scope of our author’s work (ii. 17, note). 

In iii. 7 begins a new chapter (IV), which starts by recording the commence- 

ment of a new year (the 8th) from the event chosen by P as a fresh point 

of departure after the conclusion of the Peloponnesian war. Unfortunately the 

lacunae, which prevent any continuous restoration of Col. iii after 1. 5, render the 

interpretation of this crucial passage doubtful in several respects, and it is 
not clear whether the θέρος with which the new year begins is the spring or mid- 
summer, or what event was taken as the commencement of the epoch. Unless, 
however, A is placed after B (cf. p. 114), the archonship of Euclides (403-2) seems 

to be the first year on the new reckoning, and the θέρος is that of 396, not 395 

(iii. 9, note). The rest of Col. iii (11-43) is concerned with the naval war, 
to which P gives great prominence (cf. xi. 1-34, xv. 32—xviii. 33), and of which he 
shows the most detailed knowledge, especially with regard to Conon. He thus 

presents a marked contrast to Xenophon, who after mentioning the stir caused at 

Sparta in the winter of 397-6 by the news of the Persian naval preparations 

(Hell. iii. 4. 1-2) entirely ignores Conon’s proceedings until the battle of Cnidus 
in 394 (which itself is only introduced incidentally in iv. 3. 10-14 in connexion with 

the news of it reaching Agesilaus), in order that the stage may be left free for the 
Spartan king. That Xenophon was himself conscious of his deficiency is shown 
by his excuses in iv. 8. 1, where he justifies his silence concerning the naval war 
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on the ground that he was only describing τῶν πράξεων τὰς ἀξιομνημονεύτους. The 

narrative in Chapter IV is for the most part too incomplete to be intelligible, but 
the arrival of a new Spartan ναύαρχος, probably Pollis, is chronicled (cf. iti. 21 
note), and at the same time (apparently the summer of 396) Conon, whose head- 

quarters were at Caunus in Caria, receives reinforcements from Phoenicia. This 

event is also referred to by Diodorus in words so similar that they must be 
derived directly or indirectly from P, though probably with an error as to the 
chronology, for Diodorus puts the arrival of the Phoenician ships after the revolt of 

Rhodes, whereas P seems to place the revolt after the arrival of the reinforce- 

ments, which is much more likely to be correct (iii. 23-6, note, where the vexed 

question of the chronology of the naval war is discussed in full). Whether the 

scanty remains of Col. iv, with which A concludes, are also concerned with 

the naval war or deal with a fresh subject is uncertain. The gap between 

A and B need not be very extensive, for apart from Agesilaus’ doings in Asia 

no events of much importance took place in 396, unless indeed P took account of 
Sicilian history, which is not probable, and the dispatch of Agesilaus to Asia and 

the early part of the campaign are likely to have been described before Col. i in 

the preceding book or division of P’s work. 
B, where it becomes intelligible, begins with an account of Agesilaus’ 

campaign in the spring and early summer of 395, which occupies v. 6-vii. 4, 
v. 1-5 being perhaps concerned with his preparations during the winter, but 
possibly with quite a different subject. The narrative is not only more detailed 

than Xenophon’s two accounts of this campaign in the Hellenica and Agesilaus, 
but differs widely from them, particularly as to the disposition of Tissaphernes’ 
forces, of which the infantry were according to Xenophon sent by mistake to 
Caria, and the nature of the chief engagement which resulted according to both 

authorities in the capture of the Persian camp. On the other hand P agrees 
closely with the somewhat less detailed account of Diodorus, especially with 

regard to Agesilaus’ route (v. 8, note), the part taken in the campaign by the 
Persian infantry, on which point Pausanias supports Diodorus (v. 13-6, note), the 
formation of the Greek troops in column (v. 9, note), the description of the ambush 

by which the Greeks secured the victory (v. 59, note), and Agesilaus’ withdrawal 
from the interior owing to unfavourable auspices (vi. 30, note). There are some 
discrepancies between P and Diodorus concerning firstly the number of the 

Persian forces (v. 13-6, note) and of the slain (vi. 21, note), and secondly the 
manceuvres connected with the ambush; apart, however, from these inconsiderable 

differences there is, except some conventional details added to Diodorus’ account 
of the ambush (e.g. the fact that the Greeks raised a paean, as is usual in 
Diodorus’ battles), really nothing in his account of this campaign that is not 



118 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

found in P. In fact Diodorus’ narrative looks like an abridgement of P with 

some variations of the language, which rarely coincides verbally with that of P. 

Whether P’s or Xenophon’s account is superior in credibility is open to dispute, 

but P’s version has considerable claims to acceptance in spite of the fact that 
Xenophon is apparently describing the campaign from first-hand knowledge 
(v. 59, note). The rest of B, vii. 4-viii. 42 (Chapter VIII), deals in most elaborate 
detail with the superseding of Tissaphernes by Tithraustes and the assassination 
of the former, events which are briefly recorded by Xenophon in a few words. 

This chapter is badly mutilated, and no continuous restoration is possible; but 

enough remains to trace the close agreement between P and firstly Diodorus, who 

again seems to be giving an abridgement of P, and secondly Polyaenus, who is 

fuller than Diodorus but somewhat less detailed than P (vii. 4, 21-5, 36-41, viii. 

18, 21, 26, 27-30, notes). The story told by Nepos that Tissaphernes’ replace- 

ment by Tithraustes was brought about by Conon finds no confirmation, and the 
date for Conon’s visit to the Persian court indicated by Nepos and supported by 

Pausanias (the winter of 396-5), which has generally been preferred to the date 
implied by Diodorus (the winter of 395-4), is clearly inconsistent with P, who 

probably agreed with Diodorus on this point (vii. 4, note; cf. xv. 37, note). 

Persian affairs are still under discussion when B breaks off. A later reference to 

the negotiations between Tithraustes and Agesilaus (xviii. 37, note) shows that 

the account of these occurred in the gap between B and D, probably in the column 

following viii. This gap also comprised the earlier portion of the account of the 
revolution at Rhodes, of which the conclusion is extant in Col. xi, but whether 

C, containing the two fragmentary columns ix and x, is rightly placed between 

Band Dis wholly uncertain ; cf. pp. 113-4. Nothing can be made out of these two 
columns except that in Col. x P seems to be giving an appreciative character- 

sketch of some general or politician whose identity is uncertain (ix. 16, note). 

When D, by far the longest and best preserved section of the papyrus, 

begins, P has reverted to the naval war, xi. 1-34 describing a revolution at 

Rhodes whereby the democrats with the connivance of Conon overthrew the 
existing oligarchic government, which was in the hands of the Diagoreans, one 

of the leading Rhodian families. Xenophon ignores this revolution, to which 
there is a brief allusion in a quotation from Androtion in Pausanias. It has 

hitherto been connected closely with the revolt of Rhodes from Sparta, which is 
mentioned by Diodorus, but P now shows that the two events were by no means 

contemporaneous, the revolution taking place in the summer of 395, the revolt 
from Sparta in the preceding winter or earlier (iii. 23-6, xi. 1, notes). The 

mention of the Diagoreans throws an interesting light on the treatment of an 
illustrious member of that family, Dorieus, by the Spartans (xi. 10, note), and 
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the reference to Conon’s two chief lieutenants, Hieronymus and Nicophemus, 
supplies another point of contact with Diodorus (xi. 10-1, note). The cautious 

policy of Conon and the moderation displayed by the victorious democrats 

receive due recognition from P, who here shows no trace of an aristocratic bias. 

In xi. 34 the subject changes to the war between -Boeotia and Phocis in the 

summer of 395, but this is not actually reached until xiv. 16 sqq., since P enters 

upon a series of digressions. A mention of the state of faction existing at 

Thebes (xi. 35-8) leads to what is the most valuable portion of the whole 

papyrus, a description of the constitution of Boeotia in 395 (xi. 38-xii. 31), 

which settles a number of important and highly disputed questions, and provides 
much new information. The nature of the four boulai referred to by Thucydides 

is explained, and while Kohler is shown to be right in connecting them with the 

four boulai which the oligarchs at Athens wished to set up in 411, the surprising 

fact is now ascertained that these boulai belonged to the individual cities of the 
league, not to the federation as a whole, which had a single boule of 660 

members not invested with the supreme powers of the local boulai. The vexed 
question of the number of the Boeotarchs at the time of the Peloponnesian war 

is fixed at eleven, corresponding to a division of the Boeotians into eleven units, 
and what is still more important, we now have for the first time a complete list 

of the states forming the league and their distribution among the several units, 

according to which they shared the rights and duties of membership of the 

confederation (xi. 38, note). Of special interest are the details concerning the 
Boeotarchs appointed by Thebes (xii. 12-3, note), Orchomenus (xii. 16, note), 

and Tanagra (xii. 17, note). In xii. 31 P reverts to parties at Thebes, about 

which he shows himself very well informed. The description of the anti-Spartan 
faction is on the whole very impartial, and the analysis of their motives shows 

considerable historical acumen (xiii. 10, note; cf. xiv. 6 sqq.). A reference to 

the change in the Theban policy caused by the control of public affairs passing 

from the pro-Spartan to the anti-Spartan party leads to another interesting 

digression (xiii. 15 sqq.) upon the causes of the increase of Boeotian prosperity 

in the forty years preceding 395, and this excursus leads on to yet another 

(xiii. 36—xiv. 5) upon the lavish adornment of Attica in the same period. P then, 
after describing the political schemes of the anti-Spartan party (xiv. 6-21), at 

length reaches the origin of the Boeotian war. His account of the intrigues 
from which it arose (xiv. 21-xv. 15) is not only more detailed than Xenophon’s, 
but differs in several important particulars—e.g. on the questions whether the 

Locrians concerned in the border dispute were the Opuntian (so Xen.) or 

the Hesperian (so P and Pausanias), whether the first act of aggression came 

from the side of the Locrians (so Xen. and Paus.) or from the Phocians 
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(so P), and what methods were employed by the Theban instigators of the war. 
The unsuccessful attempt of the Spartans to settle the dispute peaceably 

(xv. 7-11), which is recorded by no other historian, puts the policy of Sparta 

with regard to Boeotia in a new light, and this does not harmonize very well with 
the subsequent state of feeling at Sparta as described by Xenophon, whose 
account of the origin of this war is perhaps preferable in some respects to that 
of P (xiv. 21, note). The details of the invasion of Phocis (xv. 15-32) are all 
new but of no special interest. Incidentally P’s treatment of the whole dispute 

between the Phocians and the Locrians provides some important indications that 

he wrote his account before the conclusion, at any rate, of the Sacred War ; 

cf. p. 134. 
In xv. 32-xviii. 33 P once more returns to the naval war, and begins 

by recording the arrival (in the late summer) of a hitherto unknown Spartan 
ναύαρχος Cheiricrates, thereby producing a conflict with Xenophon, who 
represents Pisander as having been appointed ναύαρχος by Agesilaus at about 
this period (xv. 33, note). An otherwise unrelated visit of Conon to Sardis in 
order to obtain money (xv. 37, note) leads to a digression on the financial 

difficulties experienced by Greeks in the pay of Persia (xvi. 3-15). A passage 

which implies that the Persian empire was still standing shows that this history 
was composed before the conquest of Persia by Alexander (xiv. 3, note). After 
narrating the results of Conon’s mission and the departure of Tithraustes for the 
Persian court (xvi. 16-29), P proceeds to describe minutely a mutiny at Caunus 
of Conon’s forces upon the return of their commander. This event, which 
nearly led to the dispersion of Conon’s fleet, has been passed over by all 

historians except Justin, whose reference to it, though brief, seems to be derived 

indirectly from P (xvi. 29, note). The revolt was ultimately quelled by the 
efforts of Conon, whose προθυμία receives special praise from our author (xviii. 32). 

In xvi. 33 P reverts to Agesilaus, and describes his campaign in the late summer 

and autumn of 395 up to his arrival at Dascylium, where he passed the winter, 
at which point the papyrus breaks off. Diodorus omits this campaign altogether, 
and, as in the account of the war in the earlier half of the year (v. 6-vii. 4), 
P differs widely from Xenophon, who, omitting the not very exciting incidents 

of Agesilaus’ march, concentrates his descriptive powers upon one or two 
episodes which were capable of picturesque treatment, e.g. the negotiations of 
Agesilaus with the king of Paphlagonia and later with Pharnabazus. P, on the 

other hand, gives a plain, straightforward account of the military operations, 

showing considerable acquaintance with the geography of Asia Minor and the 

details of the campaign (xviii. 39, note). When he reaches the Paphlagonian 

incident he devotes only a few lines to it, but manages nevertheless to conflict 



845. THEOPOMPUS (OR CRATIPPUS), HELLENICA τοι 

with Xenophon both about the name of the Paphlagonian king (on this point 

being also in disagreement with Theopompus and Nepos), and the method by 

which the negotiations were conducted (xx. 37, note). A description of an 

ambush (xix. 22-39) resembles with slight variations that in v. 59 sqq. Con- 

cerning Spithradates, a Persian noble who deserted to Agesilaus, somewhat less 
information is given than by Xenophon ; but with regard to Spithradates’ son 

Megabates P speaks openly of Agesilaus’ attachment to him, which is only 
hinted at in the Hellenica, though amply illustrated by the Agesz/aus (xx. 9, note). 

The papyrus concludes in the middle of a description of an abortive scheme for 
invading Cappadocia, concerning which country erroneous geographical ideas 

prevailed even down to Roman times (xxi. 35-9, note). The unplaced fragments 
(16-72) are too small to give any historical information. 

To summarize the chief characteristics of our author, we have in this papyrus 
a very elaborate and detailed work of a historian of obviously great importance, 

who shows himself equally well informed whether dealing with events in Greece, 

the campaigns of Agesilaus in Asia, or the naval war, In the arrangement 
of his material he has adopted an annalistic method, evidently imitated from 

Thucydides, whereby events are narrated in chronological order and divided into 

years beginning in the ‘summer’ (whether spring or midsummer is not clear), 
and he has not grouped together according to subject events separated by any 
considerable distance of time. Hence there are abrupt transitions to and from 

different parts of the world, e.g. the account of the origin of the Boeotian war is 
inserted between two chapters dealing with the naval war. Whether P adhered 
strictly to this chronological arrangement there is not sufficient evidence to show ; 
but so far as the extant portions of his work go, he seems to keep closely to it. 
On the other hand he is extremely fond of digressions, whether excursions into 
earlier history, e.g. the exploits of Timolaus and the rise of Theban prosperity; 
or general descriptions which serve to illustrate the background of the events 
which he is recording, e.g. the sketch of the constitution of Boeotia. These 
digressions, though adding greatly to the interest and variety of P’s work, are 
seldom very relevant, and cause serious interruptions to the narrative. How 
easily he was led on from one excursus to another is well illustrated, firstly by 
i. 20 sqq., where, starting from the privateering expedition of Demaenetus, he 
reaches the achievements of the Corinthian Timolaus in the Decelean war through 
the intermediate stages of the origin of the anti-Spartan feeling first at Athens, 
then in Greece in general, and at Corinth in particular,—secondly by xii. 31 sqq., 
where, from the war between Boeotia and Phocis, he proceeds through the de- 
scription of parties at Thebes, the causes of the previous preponderance of the 
aristocrats and the growing prosperity of Thebes, to a sketch of the flourishing 
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condition of Attica prior to the fortification of Decelea. With regard to the 
scope of his work, it is clear that it included, besides the events of 396 and 395, 
the history of the seven years between 396 and the close of the Peloponnesian war, 

the year 403-2, corresponding approximately to the archonship of Euclides, being 

taken by Pas markinga kind of epoch. That his history, however, did not begin 
with 403-2, but comprised that portion of the Peloponnesian war which Thucy- 
dides did not live to narrate, is rendered probable by the reference to a former 

description of an incident of B.C. 411 in ii. 27. Since events prior to 411 are 
several times mentioned, but in no case with a reference to a former description of 

them, there is a strong presumption that P’s history began where Thucydides’ 
left off, and was intended to be a continuation of it. To what point beyond 395 
the narrative was carried there is no internal evidence to show, except that which 

indicates the period of the composition of the work itself. The description of the 

constitution of Boeotia, which is contrasted with the conditions existing in the 
writer's own day, was certainly written after 387, when at the peace of Antalcidas 

the Boeotian league underwent considerable changes. On the other hand the 
fact that the Persian empire is spoken of in terms implying that it was still 
standing (cf. p. 120), proves that P’s history was not written later than 330, and 

the use of the present tense in regard to the border disputes between Phocis 

and Locris, coupled with the absence of any reference to the Sacred War which 

resulted in the destruction of the Phocians, indicates that P’s work was com- 

posed before the conclusion of that war in 346, to say nothing of the general 
probability that an author so well informed (cf. e.g. the extremely minute 
description of the mutiny in xvi. 29 sqq., which is likely to have been obtained 

from an eyewitness) was not writing more than a couple of generations later than 

the events which he narrates. It is therefore possible that the history reached 

a point some twenty or thirty years later than 395, but considering its elaborate 

scale this is not at all likely, and there is nothing to suggest that it went further 
than the battle of Cnidus in 394, with which Theopompus’ He/lenica concluded. 

That P’s sympathies were aristocratic not democratic, and therefore on the 
whole with Sparta, is shown by his description of the parties at Athens, particularly 

his opinion of the motives influencing the extreme section of the democrats. In 
his account also of the intrigues which led to the Boeotian war he seems to 
acquiesce in the Spartan claims to the hegemony of Greece at this period. But 
so far from laying himself open to the charge of exaggerated partisanship, 
P compares favourably with Xenophon by his impartiality. While admitting 

(probably rightly) the fact of the acceptance of Persian gold by the Athenians in 

common with the Thebans, Argives, and Corinthians, he expressly defends those 

states from the accusation of Medizing, by controverting the pro-Spartan view 
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and minimizing the extent to which the mission of Timocrates was responsible 
for creating the anti-Spartan league. The moderation of the section of the 

Athenian democratic party headed by Thrasybulus and Anytus and of the 

victorious democrats at Rhodes is plainly recognized, and it is noteworthy that 
the leaders of the anti-Spartan faction at Thebes are classed among the βέλτιστοι 
kal γνωριμώτατοι no less than their opponents. Of an anti-Theban bias, which is 

so marked in Xenophon, there is no trace; and it is clear that P wished to do 

full justice to the chief enemy and destined conqueror of Sparta. A still more 
remarkable example of his fairness towards Sparta’s enemies is the prominence 

assigned by him to Conon, who figures no less conspicuously than Agesilaus, 
while there is a noticeable contrast between the dry and unenthusiastic catalogue 

of Agesilaus’ achievements, which evoke hardly a word of praise, and the more 

lively narrative of the incidents of the naval war with its outspoken expression of 

admiration for Conon’s skill in overcoming difficulties (xviii. 32). Nothing illus- 
trates P’s merits as a historian and his superiority to Xenophon better than the 

correct perspective in which he draws the two chief actors on his stage, refusing 

to allow the brilliant and showy but ultimately fruitless triumphs of Agesilaus in 

the East to obscure the slow but in the end successful steps by which Conon 

destroyed the Spartan sea power and restored Athens to a position among the 
leading Greek states. 

A characteristic of P, which separates him from most Greek historians, 

is his dislike of rhetoric and apparent avoidance of speeches, of which there is 
only one consisting of but nine words (xi. 22-3), so that he almost seems to 

have taken the eighth book of Thucydides as his model. Allowance must, 

however, be made not only for the fact that the events recorded in the extant 

fragments do not offer any very favourable opportunities for inserting speeches 

(even Thucydides in Books i-vii and Xenophon have long sections without 

them), but also for the possibility that speeches occurred in the lost portions of 

P’s history. His seeming divergence from the common method of employing 

speeches to indicate motives and illustrate situations is compensated by a frequent 

analysis of causes, which shows much historical insight into the politics of the 

early fourth century, e.g. the discussions of the growth of anti-Spartan feeling in 
Greece, and of the policy of the anti-Spartan party at Thebes. That our author 
was sparing in comments, whether of approval or of the reverse, upon the actions 
of his characters is clear; it is unfortunate that the only passage in which he 

seems to have entered on a general criticism of some one’s character is hopelessly 
mutilated (Col. x). 

While P’s excellences as a narrator of facts, his wealth of information, his 

impartiality, his acuteness of judgement, and his seriousness, entitle him to very 
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high place among Greek historians, it is impossible to award much praise to his 
style. This, though correct and easy, is somewhat frigid, colourless, and verbose, 

rather like that of Polybius, and its monotonous flow is but seldom stirred to 
a little life, as in the descriptions of the democratic rising at Rhodes, the 

mutiny of Conon’s troops, and the adornment of Attica. So far from displaying 
any richness of vocabulary, he is decidedly careless about repeating words at 

very short intervals, and shows a marked fondness for certain expressions, e.g. 
βαδίζειν, παροξύνειν, and τυγχάνειν with a participle in place of the simple verb. 

μὲν... δέ are wont to recur with dull regularity, and the tendency to overload 

sentences with participles and parentheses, e.g. xiv. 8-16, sometimes produces 

a heavy effect. Some words and phrases recall Polybius, e.g. (ταῖς πόλεσι) ταῖς 
προειρημέναις (ii. 32), πληγή (XV. 20, xix. 25), καταζεύξας (xix. 18). With χαρίεντες 

in i. 9 cf. Ar. Pol. Z 5,1320b 7. The nearest parallel to the curious expression 

βοήσαντος ἐκείνου τὴν [βο]ήθειαν in xi. 23 is βοᾶν ἄκρατον in Menander Fr. 510 (Kock). 
The hypothesis that he wrote his work later than 346 is excluded by internal 
evidence (cf. p. 122), and the style does not suggest a much earlier date. Hiatus 
is as a rule avoided, even at the cost of producing an unnatural order of words, 
e.g. ii. 34 ἐπηρμένοι μισεῖν ἦσαν τοὺς Λακεδαιμονίους, and xi. 22 ἴωμεν ὦ ἄνδρες, ἔφη, 

πολῖται, ἐπὶ τοὺς τυράννους. Eight instances, however (cf. i. 4, note), of hiatus 

occur, and though most of these can be got rid of without difficulty by slight 
alterations of the text, we have preferred to allow them to stand. The avoidance 

of hiatus proves little as regards the date of composition, for it is common to the 

Isocrateans, Polybius, and even Plutarch. 

Turning to P’s relation to other historians, everything in the papyrus leads 
to the conclusion that he was quite independent of Xenophon, and it is not even 

certain that Xenophon’s Hellenica was published before P wrote his work, for 
the Hellenica is now generally supposed to have been issued between 360 and 

350, and the limits within which P composed his history are 387 and 346; 
cf. p. 122. If the Hellenica was published first, P shows a complete disregard 
for it, not only describing much that Xenophon had omitted, but frequently 

conflicting with him where the two writers cover the same ground. P may even 
have intended his work to be a contrast to Xenophon’s onesided and unsatisfac- 
tory account. With Diodorus P exhibits a remarkably close connexion ; Diod. xiv. 
80, which describes Agesilaus’ campaign in the early part of 395 and the super- 

session of Tissaphernes, is practically an abridgement of v—viii, and with regard 

to the naval war also Diodorus (xiv. 79. 4-8) has obtained his scanty details from 
P, though in the process apparently disturbing the sequence of events. The 
question whether the use of P by Diodorus was direct or indirect we postpone 

until we reach the question of P’s identity (cf. pp. 135-7), but we may remark that 
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with the discovery of P the criticism of Diod. xiii and xiv in any case enters on 
anew phase. Another late writer with whom P exhibits some noteworthy cases 

of agreement, though to a less extent than with Diodorus, is Polyaenus, whose 

account of the removal of Tissaphernes (S¢raz. vii. 16) seems to be an abridge- 
ment of vii—viii, and who alone of ancient writers agrees with P in associating 

the mission of Timocrates with Pharnabazus instead of with Tithraustes, though 
it is possible that this may be due to an accident (i. 33, note). Pausanias, too, 
presents some points of connexion with P, but generally mingled with points of 

difference. Thus he agrees with P that Epicrates and Cephalus took Persian 
gold (i. 33, note), and like P associates Amphitheus (whom he calls Amphithemis) 
with Ismenias and Androclidas (xii. 34-5, note); but on the date of Pisander’s 
appointment as ναύαρχος (xv. 33, note) and that of Timocrates’ mission and its 
effects he agrees with Xenophon against P, the view which Pausanias accepted 

being expressly controverted in ii. 1 sqq. Again with regard to the origin of 

the Boeotian war Pausanias agrees with P against Xenophon that the Locrians 
concerned were the Hesperian, not the Opuntian; but the embassy of the 

Athenians mentioned by Pausanias is not at all likely to have occurred in 

P’s narrative, and Pausanias, like Xenophon, makes the Locrians the aggressors. 

On the question whether Tissaphernes’ infantry took part in the campaign round 
Sardis Pausanias agrees with P against Xenophon, but his allusion to it is very 
brief, and that he himself used P in composing iii. 9 is most unlikely, though P 

may have to some extent influenced Pausanias’ sources. The only ancient 
historian who mentions the mutiny of Conon’s troops described in xvi. 29 sqq. is 
Justin, whose reference though brief seems to be derived ultimately from P. 

In the other late writers we have been unable to detect any trace of P’s 
influence. With Nepos P comes into conflict both concerning the nature of 

the campaign of 395 and the date of the visit of Conon to the Persian court 

and his responsibility for the dismissal of Tissaphernes, and also in regard to the 
name of the Paphlagonian king, while Plutarch in his Agesz/aus closely follows 

Xenophon’s account of the campaign of 395, ignoring P altogether, and neither 

his Lysander nor his Artaxerxes betray any use of our author. 

Such being in brief the evidence concerning the character of P’s history, the 

way is now clear for the discussion of the most interesting problem of all—can 

he be identified with any of the known historians of the fourth century? For 

the authorship of so important a historical work the first names that naturally 
suggest themselves are those of the two famous pupils of Isocrates, Ephorus 

of Cyme and Theopompus of Chios. The close agreement between P and 
Diodorus at once suggests an identification with Ephorus, whose history is known 

to have been used by Diodorus in Book xiv; cf. 98. 2 ᾿Αμαθούσιοι δὲ καὶ Σόλιοι 
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καὶ Κιτιεῖς ἀντέχοντες τῷ πολέμῳ with Ephorus Fr, 134 ᾿Αμαθούσιοι δὲ καὶ Σόλιοι καὶ 
᾿Ὡτιεῖς ἀντέχοντες ἔτι τῷ πολέμῳ: Moreover, Hieronymus, one of Conon’s lieu- 

tenants, who is stated by Harpocration to have been mentioned in Books xviii 
and xix of Ephorus (cf. Diod. xiv. 81. 4), occurs in xi. 10, and the spelling 

᾿Ακραίφνιον instead of ᾿Ακραίφιον in xii. 20 is in accordance with Ephorus’ use 

(Fr. 67) of the adjectives ᾿Ακραίφνιος and ᾿Ακραιφνιώτης. Neither of these 

coincidences, however, is really very striking, for any historian of this period who 

(unlike Xenophon) described the naval war in detail would be bound to mention 

Hieronymus, and Harpocration expressly says that other (unspecified) historians 

did so, while the insertion of the v in ᾿Ακραίφιον and its derivatives occurred 

in Theopompus also and was probably a common practice outside Boeotia. 
Some characteristics of P would suit Ephorus very well, e.g. his intimate know- 

ledge of Asia Minor, with which country Ephorus, whose home was at Cyme 
and who was a good geographer, must have been well acquainted, his proneness 

to digressions, of which Ephorus was fond (cf. Polyb. xii. 28 δεινότατός ἐστιν 
ἐν ταῖς παρεκβάσεσι), and his full information concerning Theban affairs, which is 

thought to have characterized Ephorus also (Busolt, Gr. Gesch. iii. p. 710). 
P’s divergence from Xenophon and points of agreement with other later writers 

besides Diodorus, e. g. Pausanias, Justin, and Polyaenus, would be in accordance 

with the views of modern critics concerning the relation of these authors to 

Ephorus; cf. e.g. E. Schwartz in Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encycl. sv. Ephoros, 
pp. 11-2, Melber, Fahrb. d. Class. Philol. Supplementbd. xiv. pp. 419 sqq., 

Busolt, of. ciz., iii. pp. 245 sqq., though the explanation of divergences in late 
writers from Thucydides and Xenophon by reference to Ephorus has in our 

opinion often been carried too far. For forming an opinion upon Ephorus’ style 

the extant fragments which very rarely quote his actual words afford but slight 

material ; the awkward repetition of the words Δερκυλίδαν ἔπεμψαν after a brief 

interval (Fr. 130 from Book xviii) recalls P’s carelessness in that respect (cf. p. 124), 
and there is at any rate no marked discrepancy of style between the extant 
fragments of Ephorus and P. The judgements of ancient critics who regarded 

Ephorus’ style as smooth but tame are by no means inappropriate to P; cf. 

Cicero Hortens. Fr. 12 quid... Ephoro mitius inveniri potest, Brut. 204 lenis- 

simum Ephori ingenium ; Dion. Chrys. xvii. p. 283 Ἔφορος δὲ πολλὴν μὲν ἱστορίαν 

παραδίδωσιν τὸ δ᾽ ὕπτιον καὶ ἀνειμένον σοι τῆς ἀπαγγελίας οὐκ ἐπιτήδειον. The con- 

trast between him and Theopompus is frequently drawn, e. g. in the well-known 
saying of Isocrates that the latter required the bit, the former the spur, and if it 

were necessary to identify P with one of these two the argument from style 
would be all in favour of Ephorus. On the other hand some of the charac- . 
teristics ascribed by ancient critics to Ephorus are not illustrated by P, e.g. his 
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fondness for moral reflexions (cf. Polyb. /.¢. ταῖς ἀφ᾽ αὑτοῦ γνωμολογίαις) and his 

use of speeches (cf. Plutarch, Mor. 803 b, quoted on p. 132); and if modern 

criticism (cf. e. g. Busolt, Gr. Gesch. iii. p. 707) is right in supposing that Ephorus 

was a pronounced partisan of Athens and opponent of Sparta, and that he 

abandoned altogether the annalistic arrangement adopted by Thucydides, group- 

ing events together according to subject without sharp chronological distinctions, 

in both these features he differed from P, whose work moreover attains a higher 
degree of historical value than critics have generally been disposed to allow 

to Ephorus. It is difficult for instance to believe that P could have written any- 
thing so unreasonable as Ephorus’ account of the causes of the Peloponnesian 
war. But the really fatal objection to the identification of P with Ephorus, and 
one which caused Blass, who was at first disposed to favour that view, to reject 
it decisively, is that Ephorus wrote a universal history, which, although it became 

more detailed as he approached his own times, can hardly have described with 
very great minuteness the period covered by P, whereas not only is P’s narrative 
extremely elaborate (compared with the parallel portions of Xenophon P is 
much longer), but there are distinct indications in the work itself that it began at 
the point where Thucydides broke off and not earlier (cf. p. 116). Hence in 
spite of the remarkable agreement between P and Diodorus, we have no hesitation 

in rejecting the view that Ephorus is the author of the papyrus, and the same 
objection to the identification of P with Ephorus is equally fatal to his identifi- 

cation with Anaximenes or any other fourth-century writer of a universal history. 
The primary condition which must be satisfied with regard to the authorship of 
P’s work is that the historian whose claims are put forward wrote a continuation 
of Thucydides on a very elaborate scale. 

That condition is fulfilled by Theopompus, whose He/lenica in twelve books 

began where Thucydides left off, and ended with the battle of Cnidus in 394, as 
is known from Diod. xiii. 42, xiv. 84, and Theopompus is in fact regarded by 

both E. Meyer and Wilamowitz-Moéllendorff as the author of the papyrus, 
though that hypothesis was unhesitatingly rejected by Blass. Of Theopompus’ 
fTellenica, which was certainly written before the same historian’s more famous 

and longer work, the PAz/ippica, only about twenty fragments survive, of which 
only four (nos. 7, 15, 15 a, and 23) consist of more than a few words. The events 
from 411 up to the close of the war seem to have been related comparatively 

briefly, for already in Book ii there occurs a reference to a Lacedaemonian har- 
most who has generally been thought to have been appointed by Lysander, 

though that inference is not certain. After this, however, the history became much 
more detailed: Book viii, from which the names of certain places in Bithynia are 

quoted by Stephanus Byz., no doubt contained the accounts of the campaign of 
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Dercylidas in 398-7. The solitary extant quotation from Book ix cannot be 
dated precisely, but Book x included a character-sketch of Lysander emphasizing 
his moderation (Athen. xii. p. 543), a passage which is also referred to by Plutarch 
(Lysand. 30), who introduces it in connexion with Lysander’s death. Hence 
it is probable, as Meyer remarks, that in Theopompus also the sketch occurred 

at the point where he described Lysander’s death at the battle of Haliartus. 
Since this event took place in the autumn of 395 and the concluding chapters of 

P narrate Agesilaus’ campaign in the same autumn, while the battle of Haliartus 
has yet to be related, it is clear that Cols. xi-xxi, assuming that Athenaeus has 

quoted the number of the book correctly, cannot come from a later book 

than x. That they would, if Theopompus were the author, belong to Book x 

not to Book ix is made probable by the statement of Porphyry (ap. Euseb. Praep. 

Evang. p. 465) that Theopompus’ account of the negotiations between Agesilaus 
and Pharnabazus corresponding to Xen. Hell. iv. i. 29-40 (cf. p. 120) occurred in 

Book xi; for these negotiations took place in the winter of 395-4 soon after the 

events recorded in Col. xxi, and it is unlikely that the narrative of events in 
Greece in the autumn of 395 occupied a whole book. Cols. i-x might still come 

from Book ix, but since there is some reason to believe that Col. i commences 

a new book (cf. p. 115), it is more satisfactory to refer Cols. xi-xxi to the same 
book. In that case Book x of Theopompus’ He//enica would comprise an 

account of events from the expedition of Demaenetus in the first half of 396 

(cf. p. 115) down to the end of the year 395, the battle of Haliartus falling near 

the conclusion of this book, and the negotiations of Agesilaus with Pharnabazus 
near the beginning of the next. This would lead to the difficulty that Books 
xi and xii together would cover only the period from about January 394 to 
August (the approximate date of the battle of Cnidus is fixed by an eclipse), 
and even allowing for considerable digressions and the possible recital of events 

in other parts of the world such an arrangement seems disproportionate. The 

difficulty could be avoided by assigning Cols. xi-xxi to Book xi and assuming 

either that the sketch of Lysander referred to by Athenaeus occurred in Book x 
not in connexion with the battle of Haliartus or else that Athenaeus has erred in 

referring the passage in question to Book x instead of to Book xi. But Fr. 23 
of Theopompus from Book xi seems to relate to the homeward march of 
Agesilaus from the Hellespont, which is likely to have been narrated in the book 
following that to which Cols. xi-xxi would belong, so that it is preferable 

to suppose that these columns would be part of Book x. Book xii is in any case 
something of a mystery. No quotations from it are extant, and possibly Suidas 

was right in stating that the He//enica contained only eleven books. 

The hypothesis that P’s important work, which continued Thucydides’ 
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history and has clearly had a large influence upon later historians, is to be 

identified with a known continuation of Thucydides written by a historian of the 

first rank, who was undoubtedly much used by his successors in the same field, 

possesses obvious advantages and, especially when it comes to be advocated 

by Meyer in his own words, is sure to find wide acceptance. The positive 

‘arguments by which he in agreement with Wilamowitz-Mollendorff supports it 
against the rival theory of Blass, to be discussed later, are in the main as follows. 

Firstly, Theopompus, who as a child was exiled with his father from Chios on 

account of the latter’s philo-Laconian views, is known to have been an aristocrat 
and on the whole in favour of Sparta as against Athens (cf. e.g. Fr. 17), though 

as would be expected from so great a historian, his personal feelings did not 

lead him into violent partisanship—witness his censure of the Spartans in the 

abstract of Philippica xii preserved by Photius ὡς ᾿Αθηναίων ἣ πόλις ταῖς πρὸς 
βασιλέα συνθήκαις ἐπειρᾶτο ἐμμένειν, Λακεδαιμόνιοι δὲ ὑπέρογκα φρονοῦντες παρέβαινον 

τὰς συνθήκας (cf. Blass’ defence οἵ Theopompus from the charge of extreme 
partiality in Art. Bereds. ii. pp. 415 sqq., and for a much less favourable view 
of Theopompus E. Schwartz, Hermes xxxv. pp. 109-10). This combination 

of aristocratic leanings with a sincere desire for truth corresponds, as Meyer 

thinks, to the attitude adopted by P, especially in his account of parties at 

Athens. Secondly, there is no reason to suppose that the characteristic 

vigour and eloquence of Theopompus were displayed in ordinary narrative 

such as that which occupies so large a part of the papyrus, and in fact the 

extant fragments of, the He/lenica are not dissimilar in style from P. Of 
these the four largest are: (1) Fr. 7 ἀνήχθησαν εἰς Χαλκηδόνα καὶ Βυζάντιον 

μετὰ τοῦ λοιποῦ. στρατεύματος βουλόμενοι Χρυσόπολιν κατασχεῖν (for ἀνάγεσθαι 

cf. i. 7; στράτευμα occurs frequently in P); (2) Fr. 15 a ἀνακοινοῦνται τῶν 
᾿Ωρωπίων Τηλέφῳ καὶ τοῖς μετ᾽ ἐκείνου βουλομένοις καὶ τὸν ᾿Ωρωπὸν ὑπάρχειν αὐτοῖς 

(for μετά in preference to σύν cf. vi. 17, &c., and for the historic present 

Xvi. 20, xvii. 17, &c.); (3) Fr. 15 τὸ δὲ τῶν εἱλώτων ἔθνος παντάπασιν ὠμῶς 

διάκειται καὶ πικρῶς. εἰσὶ yap οὗτοι κατεδεδουλωμένοι πολὺν ἤδη χρόνον ὑπὸ τῶν 
Σπαρτιατῶν, οἱ μὲν αὐτῶν ἐκ Μεσσήνης ὄντες οἱ δ᾽ ἑλεάται κατοικοῦντες πρότερον τὸ 

καλούμενον Ἕλος τῆς Λακωνικῆς (cf. e.g. xiv. 25 sqq.; ἔθνος, διακεῖσθαι, and τὸ 

καλούμενον are words of frequent occurrence in P; with the inversion ὠμῶς 

διάκειται καὶ πικρῶς to avoid hiatus with the following εἰσί cf. ii. 34 and xi. 22) ; 
(4) Fr. 23 (from 476}. xi and Philip. xiii according to Athen. xiv. p. 657) καὶ οἱ 

Θάσιοι ἔπεμψαν ᾿Αγησιλάῳ προσιόντι πρόβατα καὶ βοῦς εὖ τεθραμμένους πρὸς τούτοις 

δὲ καὶ πέμματα καὶ τραγημάτων εἶδος παντοδαπόν. ὁ δ᾽ ᾿Αγησίλαος τὰ μὲν πρόβατα καὶ 
τὰς βοῦς ἔλαβεν, τὰ δὲ πέμματα καὶ τὰ τραγήματα πρῶτον μὲν οὐδ᾽ ἔγνω, κατεκεκάλυπτο 

γάρ' ὡς δὲ κατεῖδεν ἀποφέρειν αὐτοὺς ἐκέλευσεν, εἰπὼν οὐ νόμιμον εἶναι Λακεδαιμονίοις 

K 
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χρῆσθαι τοιούτοις τοῖς ἐδέσμασι. λιπαρούντων δὲ τῶν Θασίων, δότε, φησί, φέροντες ἐκείνοις, 

δείξας αὐτοῖς τοὺς εἵλωτας, εἰπὼν ὅτι τούτους δέοι διαφθείρεσθαι τρώγοντας αὐτὰ πολὺ 

μᾶλλον ἢ αὐτὸν καὶ τοὺς παρόντας Λακεδαιμονίων (the structure of the sentence 

ὁ δ᾽ ᾿Αγησίλαος κιτιλ. is particularly like the style of P). This argument for the 
general similarity of the style of the Hedlenica with that of P can, we may 

remark, be supplemented by the occurrence of certain linguistic agreements 

between P and Theopompus, including two possible references to extant 
portions of P in quotations from Theopompus (p.131). Thirdly, enough is known 

about the contents of the P/zlippica, particularly from the abstract of Book xii 
preserved by Photius, to show that Theopompus was extremely prone to 

digressions on all kinds of subjects, many of them very remotely connected with 

his main narrative, a feature which is notably prominent in P also (cf. p. 121). 
Fourthly, several points in the probably just criticism of Theopompus as 

a historian by Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Zp. ad Cn. Pomp. pp. 782-7) apply 
very well to P. Thus Dionysius speaks of both Hellenica and Philippica as 

being εὐπαρακολούθητοι καὶ σαφεῖς, and praises the careful and diligent preparations 

which Theopompus had made in collecting materials and obtaining information, 
and the wide range of subjects treated (τὸ πολύμορφον τῆς γραφῆς), which included 

descriptions of states, laws, constitutions (πολιτειῶν σχήματα ; cf. P’s excursus on 

the constitution of Boeotia), important individuals, &c. Dionysius specially 

singles out as Theopompus’ most remarkable characteristic, which distinguished 
him from both older and younger historians, his deep insight into causes and 

power of psychological analysis, τὸ καθ᾽ ἑκάστην πρᾶξιν μὴ μόνον τὰ φανερὰ τοῖς 

πολλοῖς ὁρᾶν καὶ λέγειν, ἀλλὰ ἐξετάζειν καὶ τὰς ἀφανεῖς αἰτίας τῶν πράξεων καὶ τῶν 

πραξάντων αὐτὰς καὶ τὰ πάθη τῆς ψυχῆς & μὴ ῥάδια τοῖς πολλοῖς εἰδέναι, καὶ πάντα 
ἐκκαλύπτειν τὰ μυστήρια τῆς τε δοκούσης ἀρετῆς καὶ τῆς ἀγνοουμένης κακίας ... διὸ καὶ 

βάσκανος ἔδοξεν εἶναι, with which description may be compared the penetrating 

analysis of the motives of the various anti-Spartan parties in i. 33 sqq. and of 

the policy of Ismenias’ party at Thebes in xii. 37-xiv. 21. Fifthly, that 
Theopompus’ works were serious histories like that of P, and very far from being 

over-rhetorical, is shown by the unfavourable verdict passed upon him by one of 

his successors, Duris of Samos, a writer who sacrificed historical accuracy to 

mere effect, Ἔφορος δὲ καὶ Θεόπομπος τῶν γενομένων πλεῖστον ἀπελείφθησαν, οὔτε 

γὰρ μιμήσεως μετέλαβον οὐδεμιᾶς οὔτε ἡδονῆς ἐν τῷ φράσαι, αὐτοῦ δὲ τοῦ γράφειν μόνον 

ἐπεμελήθησαν. Sixthly, the blame passed on Theopompus in common with 

Ephorus and Timaeus by Polybius (xii. 25 f 6) for his want of knowledge in 
describing battles would accord with the suspiciously conventional character of 

the account of the two ambuscades in v. 59 sqq. and xix. 22 sqq. 

The combined weight of Meyer’s arguments, of which the first three seem 
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to us the strongest, is undoubtedly considerable, and we can réinforce them 

by several linguistic coincidences of which the last two are particularly striking, 

and perhaps provide direct evidence of P’s identity with Theopompus. Of 

P’s favourite expressions (cf. p. 124) τυγχάνειν with a participle in place of the 

simple verb occurs in Theop. Fr. 149, παροξύνειν in Fr. 100, while χωρίον... 

κατεσκευασμένον καλῶς is found both in xx. 30 (kakws Pap. by an error) and 

Theop. Fr. 33. The agreement of P with Theopompus as to the insertion of 

ν in the name ᾿Ακραίφιον (cf. ᾿Ακραιφνίου xii. 20, note) proves little, for Ephorus 

used the forms ᾿Ακραίφνιος and ᾿Ακραιφνιώτης (cf. p. 126) and the insertion of v was 

probably common ; moreover, Stephanus Byz. ascribes the form ᾿Ακραίφνιον to 

Pausanias, and (τὰ) ᾿Ακραίφνια to Theopompus. Similarly the circumstance that 
Theopompus’ description of Mesogis and Celaenae (Fr. 290) is in accordance 

with vi. 45-vii. 2 (cf. note ad /oc.), that of Parapotamii (Fr. 264) with xv. 17-8, is 

of slight account. But the occurrence in xviii. 39 (cf. viii. 22) of the verb κατᾶραι 
in the rather rare sense of ἐλθεῖν, a use which is attributed to Theopompus 

(Fr. 327) by a grammarian in Bekk. Avecd. p. 104. 15, is significant in any case, 

and it is possible that this passage in P was the grammarian’s authority, while 

a still more noteworthy coincidence between P and Theopompus is found in con- 

nexion with the form Καρπασεύς (xvi. 37, xvii. 16), meaning a man of Carpasus (in 
Cyprus). Steph. Byz. s.v. Καρπασία remarks ὁ πολίτης Καρπασεώτης ... καὶ τὸ 

κτητικὸν Καρπασεωτικὸς καὶ Καρπασεωτικὴ ἄκρα. Θεόπομπος ἐν δεκάτῳ Καρπασεῖς αὐτούς 

φησιν. ἴσως ἀπὸ τοῦ Κάρπασος ὡς ᾿Αντίοχος ᾿Αντιοχεύς, ἀφ᾽ οὗ Καρπασεύς. It has been 

generally assumed that the 10th Book in question belonged to the more com- 

monly quoted PAzléppica rather than to the Hellenica, and C. Miiller explains it 

(fr. Hist. Gr. Theop. Fr. 93) by the supposition that the Carpasians were 

mentioned in connexion with Cimon’s expedition to Sicily, Cimon being men- 
tioned in another fragment (94) of P#z/. Book x. But both the assumption and 

the suggested explanation are mere guesses, and if the 10th Book belongs to 

the Hellenica the agreement with P is very remarkable, for, as we have shown 

(p. 128), Cols. xi-xxi, if not the whole of the papyrus, would belong to that 

Book. This coincidence may indeed seem to clinch the argument for the 

identification of P with Theopompus, but before deciding in favour of that view 
it is necessary to examine the objections to it. 

In the first place P and Theopompus seem to disagree as to the name of the 

Paphlagonian king, who is called Γύης in xxi. 11 but Θύς by Theopompus accord- 

ing to Athenaeus, while Nepos, who is no doubt following Theopompus, calls 
him 7huys (xx. 37, note). Meyer evades the difficulty by supposing a corruption 

in the papyrus, which is admittedly not very trustworthy, especially as to proper 

names. But Γύης is not in itself an unlikely form for an Asiatic name which, as 
K 2 
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the variations of it in Xenophon (Κότυς and Ὄτυς) show, could not be repre- 
sented satisfactorily in Greek, and the apparent disagreement between P and 

Theopompus is prima facie evidence against the identity of the two. Secondly, 
according to Porphyry af. Eusebius, Praep. Evang. p. 465 b-c Theopompus in his 

Hellenica plagiarized from Xenophon (πολλὰ τοῦ Ξενοφῶντος αὐτὸν μετατιθέντα 
κατείληφα) and in the 11th Book μεταθεὶς ἀργά τε καὶ ἀκίνητα πεποίηκε καὶ ἄπρακτα 

the account of the negotiations between Agesilaus and Pharnabazus which 
Xenophon (Hell. iv. 1. 29-40) had described πάνυ χαριέντως καὶ πρεπόντως ἀμφοῖν. 

It is very unfortunate that the papyrus breaks off shortly before that episode was 

reached, but the total disregard of Xenophon exhibited in the extant portions of 
P renders it improbable that he borrowed from that author, and though, as Meyer 
remarks, Xenophon is likely to have been the only historian who could describe 

those negotiations from first-hand knowledge, the divergence between P and 

Xenophon in regard to the treatment of the earlier negotiations between Agesilaus 

and the king of Paphlagonia (xx. 37, note), for the details of which Xenophon 
was equally in all probability the sole first-hand authority, renders it in our 

opinion very difficult to believe that P used Xenophon’s account when describing 

the negotiations with Pharnabazus. Hence if P is Theopompus, the general 

charge of plagiarism from Xenophon brought against him by Porphyry must cer- 
tainly be dismissed, and it would, we think, be preferable to explain the specific 

instance alleged as also due to a misunderstanding. Whether Porphyry carries 

very much weight on a question of literary criticism may be doubted, but his 

evidence, so far as it goes, distinctly tells against the identification of P with 
Theopompus. Thirdly, the absence of speeches in P offers a point of contrast with 

Theopompus, who certainly employed them, as is shown not only by the censure 

passed upon him in common with Ephorus and Anaximenes by Plutarch Mor. 
803 Ὁ ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἜΦ. καὶ Θεοπ. καὶ ᾿Αναξ. ῥητορειῶν καὶ περιόδων ἂς περαίνουσιν 

ἐξοπλίσαντες τὰ στρατεύματα καὶ παρατάξαντες ἔστιν εἰπεῖν" οὐδεὶς σιδήρου ταῦτα μωραίνει 

πέλας, but by two recently discovered fragments of the Φιλιππικά (Didymus, 

De Demosth. Comm., ed. Diels and Schubart, pp. 19 and 35). It is possible 
however that the absence of speeches in P is due to accident; cf. p. 123. 

Fourthly, P’s account of Agesilaus does not accord at all well with what is 

known of the treatment .of him in Theopompus. That the latter had a very 

high admiration for Agesilaus is clear from the fact that Plutarch quotes his 

praise (καὶ μέγιστος μὲν ἣν ὁμολογουμένως καὶ τῶν τότε ζώντων ἐπιφανέστατος, ὡς 

εἴρηκέ που καὶ Θεόπομπος), and the rather trivial anecdote preserved in Fr. 23 

from Hell. xi, and probably in a slightly different form in Phil. xiii (cf. 
p. 129) recalls the stories about Agesilaus which Xenophon tells of his hero. 
P on the other hand shows no tendency to illustrate the personal character 
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of Agesilaus nor any enthusiasm over his achievements (though cf. v. 17-9, 

note), It is moreover very noticeable that Plutarch, who is generally con- 

sidered to have derived much information from Theopompus (cf. e.g. Busolt, 
Gr. Gesch, iii. pp. 727 sqq.), and who in his Ages. mentions him four times, 
besides clearly referring in ch. 36 to the version in Theopompus’ Philippica 

of the story about the gifts offered to the king, nevertheless ignores the 

divergences between P and Xenophon with regard to Agesilaus’ campaigns in 

395 and shows practically no trace of connexion with P anywhere. That P’s 

account of the war in 395, which has influenced Diodorus and other writers 

of the Roman period and must have been still extant in Plutarch’s time, was so 
completely neglected by him is somewhat: remarkable in any case; but the 

identification of P with Theopompus makes this neglect much more difficult of 
explanation, and the view, which has been widely held, that Plutarch had first- 

hand knowledge of Theopompus, becomes almost untenable, with regard to the 
Flellenica at any rate, if P was the author of that work. Fifthly, while the 
agreements between P and Pausanias, Justin,and Polyaenus present no obstacles 

to Meyer’s view, the acceptance of it leads to considerable complications when 

we try to account for the agreement between P and Diodorus, and to reconcile the 

dates at which P’s work and Theopompus’ Hed/enica were probably composed. 

Meyer, from the standpoint of most modern criticism of Diodorus, which believes 
that ‘die starke Abhangigkeit Diodors von Ephoros von dem neunten Buche der 

Bibliothek ab (i.e. to Book xv) eines der sichersten Ergebnisse der Quellen- 
forschung ist’ (Bauer, Die Forschungen zur Gr. Gesch. 1888-98, p. 265), explains 

the clear dependence of Diodorus upon P by the hypothesis that Diodorus’ 
source, Ephorus, was using Theopompus. This leads, however, to a chronological 

difficulty. Theopompus was probably born about 376, since according to Photius 
he was 45 years of age, when through Alexander’s intervention he returned 

to Chios from exile apparently in 332 (cf. Blass, op. cit. p. 400; Rohde, Rhein. 

Mus. x\ix. p. 623). The statement of Suidas that Theopompus, like Ephorus, 

was γεγονὼς ...in the 93rd Olympiad (B.C. 408) is now universally regarded as 

containing an error in the figures, γεγονώς meaning not ‘born’ but ‘lived’ (cf. 

Blass, /.c.). He survived the death of Alexander, for Photius relates that he 

took refuge in Egypt with Ptolemy, but when and where he died is uncertain. 

Concerning Ephorus’ life even less is known. Probably he was born about the 

same time as Theopompus and died some time before him, for the latest event 
recorded about him is his refusal to accept an invitation to Alexander’s court 

(Plut. De stoic. repugn. c. 20), and whereas part of Theopompus’ Philippica must 

have been written after the death of Philip in 336, the 29th Book of Ephorus’ 

history only reached 356, the 30th Book which reaches 340 being edited after the 
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historian’s death by his son (Diod. xvi. 14). Meyer thinks that Theopompus 
wrote the Hel/enica not much later than 350, and that the 18th and tgth Books 

of Ephorus, which covered the same ground, were not composed until after 330, 

for it is of course very difficult to reconcile the supposed dependence of Ephorus 

upon Theopompus without assuming an interval of some 15 or 20 years between 
the composition of the He//lenica and the parallel portions of Ephorus’ history. 

But to this view there are two serious objections. That P wrote his history not 

much, if at all, later than 350 is probable enough; for, as Mr..E. M. Walker was 

the first to point out and as Meyer now admits, the account of the border dispute 

between Phocis and Locris in xiv. 25 sqq., where P speaks of the ἀμφισβητήσιμος 

χώρα as still existing (ἔστι, in 1. 25; cf. ἐπινέμουσι and διαρπάζουσι in Il. 27 

and 29) and contrasts in ll. 30-37 the former peaceful methods of settling the 

quarrel with the war which was kindled on that occasion, cannot have been 

written after the end of the Sacred War, which began in 356 with a struggle 

between the Phocians and the very same Locrians, and ended in 346 with 

the complete ruin of Phocis, whose place on the Amphictyonic Council was 

transferred to Macedonia. Hence 346 may be regarded as the serminus ad quem 

for the date at which P composed his history. Mr. Walker is even prepared to 

place it before 356, on the ground that a reference to the Sacred War would be 
expected in xiv. 25 sqq. if it had actually begun ; but we do not wish to press 

this point, for the use of the present tense is quite compatible with the war being 

already in progress. If P wrote before 356, it is of course impossible to identify 

him with Theopompus without abandoning the current view concerning the 

date of Theopompus’ birth,and even if he was writing between 350 and 346, 

which we regard as on the whole the most likely date for the composition of 

P’s work, it is not at all easy to reconcile this with the evidence that Theo- 

pompus was born in about 376. A work so detailed and elaborate as that of 

P implies a large amount of research on the part of its author, especially since 

he disregarded Xenophon. Theopompus may have begun writing his Hellentca 

at the age of 23 or 24, but that he composed the 1oth Book before the age 
of 30 seems to us distinctly improbable, so that taking 376 as the correct 
date of Theopompus’ birth, the ¢ermznus a quo for the date of the composition 

of Book x is 347-6. Since the zerminus ad quem for P’s work is, as we have 
said, 346, the margin of time available for the supposed composition of it by 
Theopompus is reduced to the narrowest possible limits, if it does not disappear 
altogether. The margin may be extended for a year or two by supposing that 

when Photius gave Theopompus’ age at his return from exile as 45 years, 

that figure was approximate, and he should have strictly said 46 or 47. But 
if the date of Theopompus’ birth is pushed back before about 378 it becomes 
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necessary to alter the number of the year in Photius’ account, and to this there 

are two objections: firstly, that Photius seems to be drawing his details con- 

cerning Theopompus’ life from a trustworthy source, and that the mistake, if 

there be one, must be attributed not to him but to his copyists ; secondly, that, 

in view of the fact that Theopompus was living in Egypt under Ptolemy Soter 

and may even have survived the year 300, 376 is a sufficiently early date for his 

birth, and a date before 380 is not at all probable. 
The theory of the identity of P with Theopompus thus leads to a grave 

chronological difficulty with regard to the date of the roth Book of the Hellenica, 

the composition of which would on general grounds of probability be assigned to 

a year later than 346, whereas in order to satisfy the exigencies of the theory the 

date has to be prior to 346, and it is open to the further objection that P’s most 
prominent features as a historian (cf. pp. 122-3) do not in the least suggest the work 

of a very young man, but on the contrary are rather characteristic of maturity or 
even old age; cf. also p. 139. With regard to Ephorus on the other hand, Meyer's 

supposition that he wrote the last twelve out of 29 Books of his history after 
330 seems rather hazardous in view of the fact that he is not known to have out- 
lived that year. The interval, therefore, between the publication of the Hellenica 

and the composition of Books xviii and xix of Ephorus is likely to have been 

rather brief, and then the question arises whether it is probable that Ephorus would 
have neglected Xenophon and been content to reproduce in a shortened form the 

recently published work of his contemporary Theopompus as (granting that 

Diodorus in Book xiv is closely following Ephorus) he would seem to have done 

for the events of 396-5. Ephorus may have been a writer without much 

originality (cf. Wilamowitz, Arist. τε. Athen ii. p. 16), but that he should have 
selected Theopompus as his principal or sole authority for the period covered 

by the Hellenica is strange. If P is identified with Theopompus, can the 
difficulty of admitting that Theopompus was Ephorus’ source in Books xviii 

and xix be evaded by supposing a direct use of Theopompus by Diodorus for 

the period from 411-394? 
The question whether Diodorus borrowed from Theopompus has long been 

disputed, but since Volquardsen in 1869 propounded the view that Books xi-xv 

of Diodorus were mainly derived from Ephorus and Theopompus was not used, 

nearly all modern critics have ranged themselves on his side. Neither the scepticism 
of Holm (Gr. Gesch. iii. p. 19) nor the attempt of W. Stern (Commentationes in 
hon. G. Studemund, 1889, pp. 245 544.) to prove on stylistic grounds that 

Diodorus had extensively used Theopompus in Books i-xx have won support, 
and the only concession sometimes made to the advocates of a use of Theopompus 

by Diodorus is in connexion with Book xvi, which deals with the period from 
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360-336, and of which Volquardsen left the source in doubt. Here F. Reuss’ 

conclusion (Fakrb. f. class. Philol. cliii. pp. 317 544.) that parts of this Book are 

based on Theopompus is accepted by Bauer (of. εἷΐ. p. 266), but not by 

E. Schwartz (Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encycl. v. p. 682), though cf. Reuss, Bursians 

Fahresber. cxxvii. p. 37, where he suggests that Diod. xvi. 34. 5 is derived from 

Theopompus on the evidence of the new fragment in Diels-Schubart, Didymus 

Comm. de Demosth. xii. 43-9. The conditions of the problem are now entirely 

altered by the discovery of our papyrus. Volquardsen (Uzters. wiber die 

Quellen Diod. pp. 67 544.) found five arguments against the use of Theopompus 

by Diodorus: (1) Theopompus is never cited by Diodorus; the mentions 

of his history in xiii. 42 and xiv. 84 do not count, because they belong to 
the extracts from a chronological epitome incorporated in Diodorus’ history. 

(2) There is no correspondence between the fragments of Theopompus and 

Diodorus. (3) There is no trace in Diodorus of Theopompus’ aristocratic bias. 
(4) The style of Diodorus does not resemble that of Theopompus. (5) For the 
period from 394-360 Diodorus could only have utilized Theopompus if he had 
searched up and down through the PAzlippica, and it is unlikely that he would 

have used a work arranged on so unsystematic a plan. If, however, P is 

Theopompus, these arguments break down completely, with regard to the 
Hellenica at any rate. As for (2), there would be a close agreement between 

Diodorus xiv and Theopompus ; as for (3), since Theopompus'’ aristocratic bias 
would be very slight, and on the whole he would have to be regarded as 

a decidedly impartial historian, there would be no reason to expect an aristocratic 

bias to be traceable in Diodorus. With regard to (4) the identification of P 

with Theopompus necessitates a radical alteration in the ordinary conception of 

Theopompus’ style (cf. pp. 137-9), and so far from the style of Diodorus being 

different from that of Theopompus’ /ed/enica, it would present considerable 

resemblance to it. Volquardsen’s fifth reason does not apply to the period 

covered by the Hellenica, which moreover, being arranged on a chronological 
system, would be more convenient as a basis for a history arranged on Diodorus’ 
plan than a less strictly chronological work, such as Ephorus is supposed to 
have written. There remains, therefore, only the first argument, which, seeing 

that Diodorus is not in the habit of quoting his sources (e.g. Hieronymus of 
Cardia is generally thought to have been largely used in Books xviii-xx), is 

hardly serious, and it is clear that if P is Theopompus the whole question of 

the relation of Diodorus to Theopompus will have to be reconsidered. Into that 
problem we do not propose to enter in detail ; what we wish chiefly to insist upon 

is that the identification of P with Theopompus tends to disturb the prevailing 

view of the relation of Ephorus to Diodorus more seriously than an identification 
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with e.g. Cratippus, who may well have been used by Ephorus (cf. p. 141), and, 

secondly, the hypothesis which Meyer adopts so readily that Ephorus used 

Theopompus’ Hellenica, is based not only on a somewhat hazardous assumption 

concerning the dates at which these historians wrote, but on conclusions con- 

cerning the relation of Diodorus to Ephorus and Theopompus which the 

identification of P with Theopompus goes some way to undermine. That 

Diodorus used P directly does not seem to us probable: for though the general 

agreement between them is very close, the verbal coincidences are not on the 

whole very striking (cf. p. 216); and, as Mr. Walker remarks, the fact that 
Diodorus, though adopting an annalistic arrangement like that of P, never- 

theless commits the egregious blunder of first omitting the events of Greek 

history altogether during the two years preceding that in which he places the 

dispatch of Agesilaus, and then combining into one year his account of the two 

campaigns of Agesilaus which really belong to different years, is almost 

incredible if he was excerpting an author whose chronology was as clear as 

that of P. Such an error, however, is readily explicable on the assumption that 

Diodorus was using an author like Ephorus, who (as is generally supposed) 
grouped events together without strict regard to chronology. That Diodorus’ 

close connexion with P is due to his use of Ephorus who was based on P is 

much the most satisfactory hypothesis, but the acceptance of it, so far from 

providing an argument for the identification of P with Theopompus, creates 
somewhat formidable difficulties. It is not Diodorus but Plutarch who, if P is 

Theopompus, ought to exhibit traces of his influence ; but these, as we have said 
(p. 133), are not forthcoming. 

To these objections which we have brought against the identification of P 

with Theopompus may be added the great obstacle, which from the outset led 

Blass (and Dittenberger also) to reject that view, namely the absence in P of 
several of Theopompus’ most prominent characteristics, especially in regard to 

style. Thus Theopompus was noted for his comments either of praise or blame 

(principally the latter), a feature which is abundantly illustrated by the extant 
fragments of the Phz/ippica, whereas P, except apparently in the fragmentary 

Col. x, shows no disposition to moralize upon his characters, preferring to let their 

actions speak for themselves. Even so important a personage as Ismenias 
is introduced (xii. 34) without remark, and Agesilaus’ relations to Megabates are 

stated, but neither excused nor censured. We hear, indeed, of Conon’s προθυμία, an 

expression which ig also used of Cyrus (xvi. 9) and an obscure Persian general 
(xx. 35), but for Agesilaus the extant portions of P have, except perhaps in v. 
17-9 (cf. note ad /oc.), no word of praise. The notorious bitterness of Theopompus, 

which Cicero singles out when summing him up in a single epithet (Horéens. 
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Fr. 12 guid... Theopompo acrius), and which is exemplified in his diatribes 
against Athens (Frs. 117, 238, and 297), however well deserved these may be, 

goes far beyond the censure, implied rather than openly expressed, upon the 

extreme democrats in ii. 10-14; and in the plain unrhetorical composition of P 

we look in vain for any traces of the fire and passion which Theopompus put 

into his vivid and powerful description of the friends of Philip (Fr. 249), or 

Fr. 125 beginning ποία yap πόλις ἢ ποῖον ἔθνος τῶν κατὰ τὴν ᾿Ασίαν οὐκ ἐπρεσβεύετο 

πρὸς βασιλέα ; τί δὲ τῶν ἐκ τῆς γῆς γεννωμένων ἢ τῶν κατὰ τέχνην ἐπιτελουμένων καλῶν 

ἣ τιμίων οὐκ ἐκομίσθη δῶρον ὡς αὐτόν ; οὐ πολλαὶ μὲν καὶ πολυτελεῖς στρωμναὶ καὶ 

χλανίδες, τὰ μὲν ἁλουργῆ τὰ δὲ ποικιλτὰ τὰ δὲ λευκά, πολλαὶ δὲ σκηναὶ χρυσαῖ 

κατεσκευασμένοι πᾶσι τοῖς χρησίμοις, πολλαὶ δὲ καὶ ξυστίδες καὶ κλῖναι πολυτελεῖς ; 

κιτιλ., or Fr. 135 Νικόστρατον δὲ τὸν ᾿Αργεῖον πῶς οὐ χρὴ φαῦλον νομίζειν ; ὃς 

προστάτης γενόμενος τῆς ᾿Αργείων πόλεως καὶ παραλαβὼν καὶ γένος καὶ χρήματα καὶ 

πολλὴν οὐσίαν παρὰ τῶν προγόνων ἅπαντας ὑπερεβάλετο τῇ κολακείᾳ καὶ ταῖς θεραπείαις 

οὐ μόνον τοὺς τότε στρατείας μετασχόντας ἀλλὰ καὶ τοὺς ἔμπροσθεν γενομένους. πρῶτον 

μὲν γὰρ οὕτως ἠγάπησε τὴν παρὰ τοῦ βαρβάρου τιμὴν ὥστε βουλόμενος ἀρέσκειν καὶ 

πιστεύεσθαι μᾶλλον ἀνεκόμισε πρὸς βασιλέα τὸν υἱόν' ὃ τῶν ἄλλων οὐδεὶς πώποτε 

φανήσεται ποιήσας" ἔπειτα καθ᾽ ἑκάστην ἡμέραν ὁπότε μέλλοι δειπνεῖν τράπεζαν παρετίθει 

χωρὶς ὀνομάζων τῷ δαίμονι τῷ βασιλέως, ἐμπλήσας σίτου καὶ ἄλλων ἐπιτηδείων, ἀκούων 

μὲν τοῦτο ποιεῖν καὶ τῶν Περσῶν τοὺς περὶ τὰς θύρας διατρίβοντας, οἰόμενος δὲ διὰ τῆς 

θεραπείας ταύτης χρηματιεῖσθαι μᾶλλον παρὰ τοῦ βασιλέως. ἦν γὰρ αἰσχροκερδὴς καὶ 

χρημάτων ὡς οὐκ old’ εἴ τις ἕτερος ἥττων. That the historian whose superiority to 

Thucydides and Philistus on account of the e/atio atque altitudo orationis suae was 

compared by Cicero (Brwt. 66) to the superiority of Demosthenes to Lysias, and 

whose λέξις Dionysius (Ep. ad Cn. Pomp.p. 786) compares to that of Isocrates, 

καθαρὰ yap... καὶ κοινὴ καὶ σαφής, ὑψηλή τε καὶ μεγαλοπρεπὴς καὶ τὸ πομπικὸν ἔχουσα 

πολύ, συγκειμένη κατὰ τὴν μέσην ἁρμονίαν, ἡδέως καὶ μαλακῶς ῥεοῦσα, could have 

attained so high a reputation as a stylist is’ incredible, if his other work re- 

sembled these fragments. It is also noticeable that out of three points which are 

censured by Dionysius (p. 787) in Theopompus, his over-anxiety to avoid hiatus, 

his continual rhythmical periods, and his wearisome epideictic figures (τῆς τε 

συμπλοκῆς τῶν φωνηέντων γραμμάτων καὶ τῆς κυκλικῆς εὐρυθμίας τῶν περιόδων καὶ τῆς 

ὁμοειδείας τῶν σχηματισμῶν), P exhibits only avoidance of hiatus (a rule which is 

subject to exceptions both in P and the extant fragments of Theopompus). 

Elaborate rhythmical periods and rhetorical antitheses, parisa, and paromoia 

(e.g. τί yap τῶν αἰσχρῶν ἣ δεινῶν αὐτοῖς οὐ προσῆν 7) τί τῶν καλῶν καὶ σπουδαίων 

οὐκ ἀπῆν; in Theop. Fr. 249) are foreign to P’s sober, unadorned style. In 

order to identify P with Theopompus it is practically necessary, as Meyer and 

Wilamowitz admit, to suppose that the He//enica was written in a manner much 
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iess ornate than that of the PAzlippica. In support of such a view of the develop- 
ment of Theopompus’ style can be cited the difference in Xenophon’s treatment 
of the period before and after the end of the Peloponnesian war, and the circum- 

stance that Theopompus seems to have begun his historical researches tamely 

enough by writing an epitome of Herodotus, and when composing the Hedlenica 

may have been to some extent under the influence of Thucydides. But on the 

other hand the ancient critics draw no distinction between the characteristics of 

the He//. and Pil, and in the case of a writer with so vigorous an individuality 

and such marked features of style as Theopompus it is certainly surprising, 

even apart from the story about the bit and the spur (cf. p. 126), that he should 

have been able as a young man (cf. p. 135) to curb his tendency to rhetoric so 

successfully as he has done, if he be indeed the author of the papyrus. That he 

was composing ἐπιδεικτικοὶ λόγοι at the same time as the Hellenica appears from 

Fr. 26, which probably is derived from the preface to the PAzlippica, and the 

conception of history in the Isocratean school was in the words of the master 
himself (Isocr. iv. 9) ai μὲν yap πράξεις αἱ προγεγενημέναι κοιναὶ πᾶσιν ἡμῖν κατε- 

λείφθησαν, τὸ δ᾽ ἐν καιρῷ ταύταις καταχρήσασθαι καὶ τὰ προσήκοντα περὶ ἑκάστης 

ἐνθυμηθῆναι καὶ τοῖς ὀνόμασιν εὖ διαθέσθαι τῶν εὖ φρονούντων ἴδιόν ἐστιν. 

Our comparison, therefore, of P’s work with the Hellenica οἵ Theopompus, 
though it has not presented any single insuperable obstacle to the identification 
of one with the other, if that hypothesis can be made probable on other grounds, 

and though even as regards style there are some points of agreement between 

the two (cf. p. 129), undoubtedly has shown the existence of a number of 
weighty objections to the identification of P with Theopompus. Can these be 
avoided by identifying P with another historian? To reject Theopompus and 
take refuge in complete agnosticism is most unsatisfactory, for admittedly P was 

a historian of much importance who has largely influenced later tradition, and 
since his work survived far into the second century his name at any rate must be 

known. 

This being granted, there is besides Theopompus only one known historian, 

Cratippus, who seems to fulfil the primary condition required for identification 
with P, that he should have written a continuation of Thucydides, and it is 

Cratippus whom Blass wished to regard as the author of the papyrus. Con- 
cerning this writer our information is scanty, and his date has been much disputed. 

Dionysius Halic. (De Thucyd. 16) says ἔοικεν (sc. Thucydides) ἀτελῆ τὴν ἱστορίαν 

καταλιπεῖν ὡς καὶ Kpdtimmos 6 συνακμάσας αὐτῷ καὶ τὰ παραλειφθέντα ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ 

συναγαγὼν γέγραφεν" οὐ μόνον ταῖς πράξεσιν αὐτὰς (sc. Thucydides’ speeches) ἐμποδὼν 

γεγενῆσθαι λέγων ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῖς ἀκούουσιν ὀχληρὰς εἶναι. τοῦτό γέ τοι συνέντα αὐτὸν ἐν 

τοῖς τελευταίοις τῆς ἱστορίας φησὶ μηδεμίαν τάξαι ῥητορείαν πολλῶν μὲν κατὰ τὴν ᾿Ιωνίαν 
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γενομένων πολλῶν δ᾽ ἐν ταῖς ᾿Αθήναις ὅσα διὰ λόγων καὶ δημηγοριῶν ἐπράχθη (perhaps 

a quotation from Cratippus’ προοίμιον). From this it is clear that Dionysius 
regarded Cratippus as a contemporary of Thucydides, and that Cratippus strongly 

objected to the speeches. More definite information about the period which his 

history covered is supplied by Plutarch (De glor. Ath. p. 345 C-E ἂν γὰρ ἀνέλῃς 
τοὺς πράττοντας οὐχ ἕξεις τοὺς γράφοντας. ἄνελε τὴν Περικλέους πολιτείαν καὶ τὰ 

ναύμαχα πρὸς ‘Pio Φορμίωνος τρόπαια... . καὶ Θουκυδίδης σοι διαγέγραπται. ἄνελε τὰ 

περὶ Ἑλλήσποντον ᾿Αλκιβιάδου νεανιεύματα καὶ τὰ πρὸς Λέσβον Θρασύλλου καὶ τὴν ὑπὸ 

Θηραμένους τῆς ὀλιγαρχίας κατάλυσιν καὶ Θρασύβουλον καὶ ᾿Αρχῖνον (MSS. "Αρχιππον) 

καὶ τοὺς ἀπὸ Φυλῆς ἑβδομήκοντα κατὰ τῆς Σπαρτιατῶν ἡγεμονίας ἀνισταμένους καὶ 

Κόνωνα πάλιν ἐμβιβάζοντα τὰς ᾿Αθήνας εἰς τὴν θάλατταν, καὶ Κράτιππος ἀνῇρηται. 

This shows that Cratippus’ work, like Theopompus’ Hedlenica and probably the 
history of P, included the period from 411 to the battle of Cnidus in 394. 

Apparently he went over again part of the ground covered by the last Book 
of Thucydides, for the expulsion of the oligarchs by Theramenes is narrated 

in viii. 89 sqq., and Thrasyllus’ proceedings at Lesbos are recorded (very briefly) 
in viii. 100. That Plutarch should have here placed Cratippus on the same level 
as Thucydides indicates that he must have been a very important historian, and 

it is remarkable that there are only two other extant references to him: (1) Ps.- 

Plut. Vzt. Orat. p. 834, where he is quoted in reference to the Hermocopidae, 
a subject which he may have treated in connexion with the return of Alcibiades ; 

(2) Marcellinus, V2t. Thuc. 33 ἀλλὰ δῆλον ὅτι κάθοδος ἐδόθη τοῖς φεύγουσιν, ὡς Kal 
Φιλόχορος λέγει καὶ Δημήτριος ἐν τοῖς “Apyovow. ἐγὼ δὲ Ζώπυρον ληρεῖν νομίζω 

λέγοντα τοῦτον ἐν Θράκῃ τετελευτηκέναι κἂν ἀληθεύειν νομίζῃ Κράτιππος αὐτόν. τὸ δ᾽ 

ἐν Ἰταλίᾳ Τίμαιον αὐτὸν καὶ ἄλλους λέγειν κεῖσθαι μὴ καὶ σφόδρα καταγέλαστον 7.t 

It appears from this that Cratippus was not older than Zopyrus, and Susemihl, 
identifying this Zopyrus with the friend of Timon of Phlius (Gesch. d. Gr. Lit. in 
d. Alexandrinerzeit, ii. Ὁ. 468), thinks that Cratippus lived in the third or second 

century B.C. (of. εἴ. i. p. 646). But it is quite uncertain which Zopyrus is meant: 

he may, for instance, have been the contemporary of Socrates (Herbst, P/zlol. 

xlix. Ρ. 174). That Cratippus lived even later still has been maintained by Stahl, 

1 ἐγὼ δὲ κιτιλ. has hitherto been treated as a remark of Marcellinus, ἐν Θράκῃ (which does not suit 

the sense) being generally altered to ἐν ᾿Αττικῇ ; but, as Blass suggested, the passage in question is perhaps 

in iambic trimeters, though his proposal to regard it as a quotation from the Chrontca of Apollodorus is 
unhesitatingly rejected by Wilamowitz. The lines can be restored thus : 

ἐγὼ δὲ Ζώπυρον 
λέγοντα τοῦτον (YY WU) τετελευτηκέναι (Or ἐν ᾿Αττικῇ τεθνηκέναι) 
ληρεῖν νομίζω, κἂν ἀληθεύειν δοκῇ 

Κράτιππος αὐτὸν... 

τὸ δ᾽ ἐν ᾿Ιταλίᾳ Τίμαιον αὐτὸν χἀτέρους 

κεῖσθαι λέγειν μὴ καὶ σφόδρα καταγέλαστον ἢ. 
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who boldy emends αὐτῷ (i. e. Thucydides) after συνακμάσας in the Dionysius pas- 
sage into σοὶ αὐτῷ (i.e. Q. Aelius Tubero, whom Dionysius was addressing), and 

would identify Cratippus with the friend of Pompey. This violent emendation 
of Dionysius has however been universally abandoned, and most recent critics 

either defend the date assigned to Cratippus by Dionysius or leave the question 

_ undecided ; cf. Meyer, Gesch. d. Alt. iii. p. 276; Busolt, Gr. Gesch. iii, pp. 631-2, 
where the literature of the subject is surveyed. 

That Cratippus was an Athenian is a tolerably certain inference from the 
context of the Plutarch passage, which relates to Athenian historians, and 

Meyer adduces as an objection to the identification of P with Cratippus the 
circumstance that the Athenians do not occupy in P the prominent position 
which they have in Thucydides, and that his sympathies are rather with 

Sparta. But since Plutarch next after Cratippus proceeds to mention Xeno- 
phon, this objection does not carry much weight, for P is certainly not more 
pro-Spartan than Xenophon, and his just recognition of Conon’s merits stands 

in marked contrast to Xenophon’s biased attempt to belittle that commander’s 
achievements. 

To sum up the scanty evidence with regard to Cratippus, what is known 
about the scope of his history and his avoidance of speeches fits in very well with 

Blass’ view concerning the authorship of the papyrus. That he was younger 

than Thucydides is practically certain in any case, and if συνακμάσας in Dionysius 

be regarded as a loose expression, and the publication of Cratippus’, i.e. P’s, 
work be assigned to the period between 375 and 350, it may well have been 

used by Ephorus, a hypothesis which would account for the agreements between’ 
P and Diodorus more easily than the rival view that P is Theopompus; cf. 

pp. 133-7. The style of P hardly suggests so early a date as 375-350, but since 

in any case he wrote his history before 346 (cf. p. 134) that difficulty is not very 
serious, and his independence of Xenophon can be explained by supposing that 

his work was published before Xenophon’s He//enica just as well as by the theory 

that Pintentionally disregarded it. Moreover, the identification of P with Cratippus 
in preference to Theopompus would provide a possible solution for the mysterious 
paucity of references to him by name, for if his work was used not only by 

Ephorus but, as is possible, by Theopompus, it is to some extent intelligible that 

an author with so colourless a style was soon superseded by those writers and the 

more elegant Xenophon, although P’s great merits as a narrator of facts would 

still be expected to have rescued him from the almost complete neglect into 
which Cratippus unquestionably fell. 

In the absence of any other historian whose claims to be regarded as the 

author of the papyrus seem to be worthy of consideration, the choice lies between 
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Theopompus and Cratippus, and having stated the case for and against both as 

impartially as we could, we leave the decision to our readers. The positive 
arguments in favour of identifying P with so shadowy a person as Cratippus are 

inevitably not very convincing ; the strength of his case rests largely on the 

objections to regarding Theopompus as the author of the papyrus, objections 

which have led both Prof. Bury and Mr. Walker to endorse the opinion of Blass. 

For ourselves we should prefer on many grounds to identify P with Theopompus, 

especially as that view can be supported by some direct evidence—the coinci- 

dences with regard to Καρπασεύς and κατᾶραι ; cf. p. 131. The first of these 

can of course be reconciled with the identification of P with Cratippus by the sup- 

position that Theopompus in the 10th Book of the Hed/enica also mentioned the 

Carpasian leader of the mutiny or that the quotation comes after all from the 

roth Book of the PAzlippica; and the second coincidence by itself would not be 

very remarkable. Nevertheless they appeal to us on the whole more powerfully 

than the other arguments for Theopompus, and seem to us to turn the scale 

slightly in his favour, so that in the heading of 842 we have placed Theopompus’ 
name before that of Cratippus. On the other hand we feel more strongly than 
Meyer the difficulties (particularly those discussed on pp. 133-7) involved in his 

attractive hypothesis, which results in proving Theopompus to have been in his 

youth a greater historian and a worse stylist than has been generally supposed. 
Call him by what name we will, our author's work entitles him to be classed 

among the select band of Greek historians of the first rank, below Thucydides 
indeed but above Xenophon, and the portions of his history which have been 
preserved constitute a notable addition to the extant evidence. Not only has it 
supplied new facts of importance regarding the events of 396-5 and the con- 

stitution of Boeotia, and thrown a new and unexpected light upon the sources 

other than Xenophon available to the later historians, but the agreement between P 
and Diodorus is bound to have far-reaching consequences. For quite apart from 

Col. i(=A Col. i). 

ὑποδετουΐ. - 2 +--+ τ 51: Ἰυσεξεπλευσετριηρησ 

αθηνηθενΐ. - - 0.26.20 ss Ἰδημουγνωμησί. .. 

δεδημαινΐ. «(Ἰοσοκ . . ιοσαυτησκοινωσαμενοῖ. . . 

απορητωτί. ουληωσλεγεταιπεριτουπραγί. . . 

5 επειδη[.Ἰυν[. (Ἰτησαναυτωτί. . Ἰπολειτωνσυνΐ. . 

καταβασεισπειραιακαικαθ. ... . .. Ἰναυνεκτί.ν 

νεωσοικωναναγομειΐ. « . ever eee Ἰσκονΐ. .1αθο 
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the questions of his identity with*Theopompus and the relation of Diodorus 

to that author and Ephorus, the discrepancies between Diodorus and Xenophon 

with regard to the events of 396-5 are now known to be due to the fact that 

Diodorus ultimately drew his account of those years from so well informed an 

authority as P ; and henceforth it will be necessary to take into consideration 

the probability that throughout the rest of the period from 411-394 the differences 

between Diodorus and Xenophon, e.g. with regard to the campaign of Thibron 

and the return of the Ten Thousand, are largely due to the same cause. 
The credit of reconstructing the much damaged text of the papyrus is in 

a considerable measure due to Prof. F. Blass, who at first worked upon a rough 

copy. In November, 1906 the Greek was put into print, and the proof-sheets of 

it were revised by him shortly before his death. Proofs were also sent to Profs. E. 

Meyer and U. von Wilamowitz-MGllendorff, and to the latter we are indebted for 

a number of valuable suggestions for the restorations of lacunae, &c., which are 

acknowledged in the notes, while E. Meyer has most generously placed at our dis- 

posal the very elaborate historical commentary upon the papyrus which he wrote 

in the winter of 1906-7, and which will be published shortly. This important 

contribution of the leading historian of Germany has of course been of inestim- 

able service to us in composing our introduction and notes, though the conditions 
of some of the problems have been greatly altered by placing Cols. i-iv before 

v-viii instead of after them, as in the first proofs. Some suggestions on the text 

are also due to the late Prof. W. Dittenberger and to Prof. B. Niese, who were 

consulted by Prof. Blass. More recently the proofs of the whole edition were read 

by Profs. Meyer and Wilamowitz-Méllendorff, who have made some additional 

suggestions, and by Prof. J. B. Bury and Mr. E. M. Walker. To Prof. Bury we 
owe several excellent restorations in the text, while Mr. Walker’s criticisms have 

materially assisted in the elucidation of some of the historical problems connected 

with the papyrus. 

Col. i. 

ὑπὸ δὲ τοὺϊς αὐτοὺς χρόνο]υς ἐξέπλευσε τριήρης τ 

᾿Αθήνηθεν [od μετὰ τῆς τοῦ] δήμου γνώμης: i[dia B.C. 396 

δὲ Anpair[erjos ὁ K.. los αὐτῆς κοινωσάμενοϊς ἐν 

ἀπορ(ργήτῳ τίῇ β)ουλῇ ὡς λέγεται περὶ τοῦ πράγματος, 
5) x , 91: Ἂν ra a 

5 ἐπειδὴ [σ]υν[ἐστησαν αὐτῷ (tives) Tov] πολιτῶν συγ- 

καταβὰς εἰς Πειραιᾶ καὶ καθελκύσας) ναῦν ἐκ τί ]ν 

i) νεωσοίκων ἀναγόμενϊος ἔπλει πρὸ)ς Kér[ovja. θο- 
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ρυβουδεμεταταυταγέϊ. .. .. -. Ἰκαιτί. .JaOn 

ναιωναγανακτουνταῖ. . . ...«.- Ἰριμί. . .Jarxa 

IO ριεντεσησανκαιλεγῖ. «2... eee 1βαϊ. . .Jowrn- 

πολιναρχοντεσπολεῖ. . . «« eee . ἡεδαιμονί. 

ουσκαταπλαγεντεσοιβῖ. . ++... .« νθορυβονσυτ 

ηγαγοντονδημονουθενπροσί .Ἰοιουμενοιμε 

τεσχηκεναιτουπραγματοσσυνεληλυθοτοσδε 

15 τουπληθουσανϊσταμενοιτωναθηναιωνοιτε 

περιθρασυβουλονκαιαισιμονκαιανυτονεδιδα 

σκοναυτουσοτιμεγαναιρουνταικινδυνονει 

μητηνπολιναπολυσουσιτησαιτιαστωνδεαθη 

ναιωνοιμενεπεικεισκαιτασουσιασεχοντεσε 

20 στεργονταπαρονταοιδεπολλοικαιδημοτικοι 

τοτεμενφοβηθεντεσεπεισθησαντοισσυνβουλευ 

ουσικαιπεμψαντεσπροσμιλωνατοναρμοστην 

τοναιγεινησειποῖ.Ἰοπωσδυ.]Ἰαταιτειμωρεισθαι 

τονδημαί. «Ἰτονωσοί. . ἡτατησπολεωσταυτα 

25 πεποιηκοταῖ. οἸπροσθ. . . . (Ἰχεδοναπαντατον 

Xpovoverap’. οἸτοντῖ. . -« . ἡματακαιπολλατί.)ισ' 

λακεδαιμοΐ. . .joa[... . ἡττεναπεπεμπί.]ν 

μενγαροπλΙ. 2+. +e.» Πρεσιασεπιτασναυστασ 

μετατουκΐ. . « ««..... φθησανδεπρεσβῖ. .]σ 

89 ὠσβασίιλεᾶπί. "el eis veel «π[-Ἰκρατητεκαιαγνι 

ανκαιτελεὶ. . «]Ἱοερονουσκαισυλλαβωνφαραξο 

προτερονναυαρχοσαπεστειλεπροστουσλί.Ἶκε 

δαιμονιουσοιᾳπεκτειναναυτουσηναντι 

ουντοδεταυταπαροξυνοντωντωνπεριτοῖ 

35 ἐπικρατηκαικεφαλονουτοιγαρετυχονεπιθυ 

μουντεσμαλιστατηνπολινκαιταυτήνεσχοτ 

ουκεπειδητειμοκρατειδιελεχθησανκαι.]ο 

Col, ii (ΞΞ.Α Οοὶ. 11). 

Moa booc0anonnocos Ἱπροτερονκατοιτι 

νεσλεγί.. ἘΣ εν + «]αιταπαρεκεινουχρηϊ 

βάτατί. «10. cere Ὁ} νιν εν τουσενβοιωτοισ 
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ρύβου δὲ μετὰ ταῦτα γεϊνομένου,] καὶ τ[ῶν) ᾿4θη- 

ναίων ἀγανακτούντωϊν ὅσοι γνώ)ριμ[οι κ]αὶ χα- 

ρίεντες ἦσαν καὶ λεγ[όντων ὅτι δια]βα[λοῦ)σι τὴν 

πόλιν ἄρχοντες πολέμου πρὸς “ακἸ]εδαιμονί- 

ous, καταπλαγέντες οἱ β[ουλευταὶ τὸν θόρυβον συν- 

ἤγαγον τὸν δῆμον οὐδὲν προσϊπ)οιούμενοι με- 

τεσχηκέναι τοῦ πράγματος. συνεληλυθότος δὲ 

τοῦ πλήθους ἀνιστάμενοι τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων οἵ τε 

περὶ Θρασύβουλον καὶ Αἴσιμον καὶ “Avutov ἐδίδα- 

σκον αὐτοὺς ὅτι μέγαν αἱροῦνται κίνδυνον εἰ 

μὴ τὴν πόλιν ἀπολύσουσι τῆς αἰτίας. τῶν δὲ ᾿4θη- 

ναίων οἱ μὲν ἐπ(ιγδεικεῖς καὶ τὰς οὐσίας ἔχοντες ἔ- 

στεργον τὰ παρόντα, οἱ δὲ πολλοὶ καὶ δημοτικοὶ 

τότε μὲν φοβηθέντες ἐπείσθησαν τοῖς συμβουλεύ- 

ουσι, καὶ πέμψαντες πρὸς Μίλωνα τὸν ἁρμοστὴν 

τὸν Αἰγίνης εἶπον] ὅπως δύϊν]αται τιμωρεῖσθαι 

τὸν Anpaijvelrov, ὡς οὐ με]τὰ τῆς πόλεως ταῦτα 

πεποιηκότα: [ἔμ]προσθῖεν δὲ σἸχεδὸν ἅπαντα τὸν 

χρόνον ἐτάρ[ατ]τον τὰ πράγματα καὶ πολλὰ τίο]ῖς 

“ακεδαιμοίνίοι]ς alvrémpalrr(oyy. ἀπέπεμπ[ο]ν 

μὲν γὰρ ὅπλ[α τε καὶ ὑπη]ρεσίας ἐπὶ τὰς ναῦς τὰς 

μετὰ τοῦ Κἰίόνωνος, ἐπέμφθησαν δὲ πρέσβϊει)ς 

ὡς βασιλέα πῖἴ. . . .. οἱ περὶ .]π[.Ἰκράτη τε καὶ ‘Ayvi- 

αν καὶ Τελε[σήγ]ορον, ods καὶ συλλαβὼν Φάραξ ὁ 
va 4 3 4 A ‘ 1 πρότερον ναύαρχος ἀπέστειλε πρὸς τοὺς Alalke- 

δαιμονίους οἱ ἀπέκτειναν αὐτούς. ἠναντι- 

οὔντο δὲ ταῦτα παροξυνόντων τῶν περὶ τὸν 

᾿Επικράτη καὶ Κέφαλον' οὗτοι γὰρ ἔτυχον ἐπιθυ- 

μοῦντες μάλιστα τὴν πόλιν (ἐκπολεμῶσαιν, καὶ ταύτην (τὴν 

οὐκ ἐπειδὴ Τιμοκράτει διελέχθησαν καὶ [τ]ὸ 

Col. ii. 

χρυσίον [ἔλαβον, ἀλλὰ καὶ πολὺ] πρότερον. καίτοι TI- 

νὲς λέγίουσιν αἴτια γινέσθ]αι τὰ παρ᾽ ἐκείνου χρή- 

ματα τίοῦ σ]υϊστῆναι τούτους καὶ] τοὺς ἐν Βοιωτοῖς 

I, 

145 

γνώμην) ἔσχον 
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katrouoe. τα]: “τ τς: «Ἰαισπροειρημεναισῖ 

ουκειδοτεσοτιπῖ. .. .. «0.0. Ἰνεβεβηκειπαλαι 

δυσμενωσεχεινί. oe eee eee Ἰν[ἰυσκαισκοπει 

οπωσεκπολεμωΐ. . .. .7τ[. «0. Ἰσεμεισουνγαροι 

μεναργειοικαιβοιωτί. ..... Ἰγωταιτουσλακεῖ 

δαιμονιουσοτιτοισενανΐ. . Ἰστωνπολείτων 

αυτοισεχρωντοφιλοισί .Ἰιδ Ἰνταισαθηναισεπιΐ 

θυμουντεσαπαλλαξαιτί. Ἰσαθηναϊ Ἰουστησηΐ 

συχιασκαιτησειρηνησκαί. .Ἰοαγαγ εἰνεπίτοπο 

λεμεινκαιπῖ. εἸυπρα.Ἱμονεινϊναυτοισεκτωνΐ 

κοινωνηχρηματιζεσί .Ἰαιτωνδεκορινθιωνΐ 

οιμεταστησαιταπραΐ. "αταζητουντεσοιμεῖ 

αλλοιτοισαργειοισκαιτοισβοιωτοισετυχονδυσμί. 

νωσδιακειμενοιπροστουσλακεδαιμονιουστῖ. . 

λαοσδεμονοσαυτοισδιαφοροσγεγονωσῖδῖ.Ἰωνεγί 

κληματωνενεκαπροτεροναρισταδιακειμενΐ.. 

καιμαλισταλακωνιζωνωσεξεστικαταμαθεινΐ] 

εκτωνκατατονπολεμονσυΐ.Ἰβαντωντονδεκί. . 

λεικονεκεινοσγαροτεμενπενταναϊανεχὼν 

ἐπορθησετωννησωντιναστωνεπαθηναιοΐ.]σ 

ουσωνοτεδεμεταδυοτί . Ἰιηρωνεισαμφιπολι 

καταπλευσασκαιπαρεῖ. . νωνετεραστετῖ. «Ἰρασ 

συνπληρωσαμί. ....... 0. Ἰσεσιχιονναυμῖ. .jo~ 

τονστρατηγονΐ. .. swe Ἰιωνωσπερειρηκί. .jov 

καιπροτερονκῖ ἀν ον Ἰιστασπολεμί.]ασί. . .18ετ 

ουσασπεντεκΐ. .. 1-1. Ἰεμψαντριαΐ. .. .1α 

peraderavTal........ Ἰεχωντριηρῖ. . κατα 

πλευσασεισθασί Ἰναπεστησεταυτηντί.Ἰναθη 

ναιωνοιμενουνενταισπολεσιταισπροει 

ρημεναισδιαταυταπολυμαλλονηδιαφαρνα 

βαζονκαιτοχρυσιονεπηρμενοιμεισεινη.1α 

τουσλακεδαιμονιουσοδεμιλωνοτησαιγί.. 

νησαρμοστηϊ. Ἰωσηκουσεταπαρατωναθηνΐ.. 

ὠνσυνπληρωσαμενοστριηρηδιαταχεαῖ. . 
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kai τοὺς ἐΐν τ]α[ἴς ἄλλαις πόλεσι Tlais προειρημέναις, 

οὐκ εἰδότες ὅτι πᾶσιν αὐτοῖς συνεβεβήκει πάλαι 

δυσμενῶς ἔχειν [πρὸς “ακεδαιμο]νί[ο]υς καὶ σκοπεῖν 

ὅπως ἐκπολεμώϊσουσι] τὰς models. ἐμίσουν γὰρ οἱ 

μὲν ᾿Αργεῖοι καὶ Βοιωτίοὶ ... γωται τοὺς Aake- 

δαιμονίους ὅτι τοῖς évar{riot|s τῶν πολιτῶν 

αὐτοῖς ἐχρῶντο φίλοις, [ο]ὲ δ᾽ [ἐν ταῖς ᾿Αθήναις ἐπι- 

θυμοῦντες ἀπαλλάξαι τοὺς ᾿4θηνα[ῆους τῆς ἡ- 

συχίας καὶ τῆς εἰρήνης καὶ [πρ]οαγαγεῖν ἐπὶ τὸ πο- 

λεμεῖν καὶ π[ολ]υπρα[ γ]μονεῖν, ἵν’ αὐτοῖς ἐκ τῶν 

κοινῶν ἢ χρηματίζεσ[θ]αι. τῶν δὲ Κορινθίων 

οἱ μεταστῆσαι τὰ πράϊγμ]ατα ζητοῦντες οἱ μὲν 

147 

ἄλλοι (παραπλησίως ὃ) τοῖς ᾿ἀργείοις καὶ τοῖς Βοιωτοῖς ἔτυχον δυσμίε- 

νῶς διακείμενοι πρὸς τοὺς Λακεδαιμονίους, ΤΙιμό- 

Aaos δὲ μόνος αὐτοῖς διάφορος γεγονὼς ἰδίων ἐγ- 

κλημάτων ἕνεκα, πρότερον ἄριστα διακείμενος 

καὶ μάλιστα Δακωνίζων, ὡς ἔξεστι καταμαθεῖν 

ἐκ τῶν κατὰ τὸν πόλεμον συϊμ]βάντων τὸν Δεκ[ε- 

λεικόν. ἐκεῖνος γὰρ ὁτὲ μὲν πεντ(ε)ὐναΐαν ἔχων 

ἐπόρθησε τῶν νήσων τινὰς τῶν ἐπ᾽ ᾿Αθηναίοις 
οὐσῶν, ὁτὲ δὲ μετὰ δύο τίρ)ιιήρων εἰς ᾿ἀμφίπολιν 

καταπλεύσας καὶ map’ ἐϊκείίνων ἑτέρας τέτϊτα]ρας 
΄ Ie td an 

συμπληρωσάμϊενος ἐνίκη]σε Σίχιον ναυμ[αχ]ῶν 
Ν Ν os Ἀθ 12, a " ’ 

τὸν στρατηγὸν ἱτῶν nvaliov, ὥσπερ εἴρηκ[ά mov 

καὶ πρότερον, κ[αὶ τριήρε]ις τὰς πολεμ[ί)ας [ἔλα]θεν 
ΕΣ ca 4 Lal ἃ yw 4 

οὔσας πέντε καὶ πλοῖα ἃ ἔπ]εμψαν τριάϊκοντἾα" 

μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα [........] ἔχων τριήρ[εις] κατα- 

πλεύσας εἰς Θάσϊο]ν ἀπέστησε ταύτην τίῶ]ν ᾿4θη- 

ναίων. οἱ μὲν οὖν ἐν ταῖς πόλεσι ταῖς προει- 

ρημέναις διὰ ταῦτα πολὺ μᾶλλον ἢ διὰ Φαρνά- 

Bagov καὶ τὸ χρυσίον ἐπηρμένοι μισεῖν ἤσ]αν 

τοὺς Λακεδαιμονίους. ὁ δὲ Μίλων ὁ τῆς Αἰγ[( III. 

νης ἁρμοστήϊς,) ὡς ἤκουσε τὰ παρὰ τῶν ᾿Αθην[αΐ- 
wv, συμπληρωσάμενος τριήρη διὰ ταχέωϊν 

L2 
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εδιωκετονδη μαινετονοδεκατατουτοντί. 

χρονονετυχεμενωνπεριθορικοντησατί. 

40 τικησεῖ. . .,δηδεπροσπλευσασεκειν Ἰσπροΐ. 

Col. iii (=A Col. iii with Frs. 1 and 2). 

(Fr. 1) 
poo abe Ἰεπεχειρη. se ee ees Ἰεινωρμησενεπιπολυ 

“αδοσὺ Ἰεινκρατησῖ. . . ««.. ἡεωσαυτωντηνμενυ 

ἴδιά σ᾽ 9 Ἰναυνοτιχεῖ. eee es Ἰαφοσαυτουκατελιπεῖ 

ΓΝ Ἰτηνεκεινΐ. o.oo es Ἰασαστουσαυτουναν 

boosot JoemAl.Juoer[... 2. eee |revparopetatou 

Ἰωνεισαιγεινανμε 

Ἰενουναδροτατατὼν 

Ἰιτουτοσυμβαντων 

1. ετου[.Ἰερουστημεν 

Ἰετοσογδοονενειστηκει 

Ἰαροσταστριηρεισαπα 

Ἰκειδεκαταπλευσαστασ 

Ἰενετυχενγαραιειτοῦυ 

|kevakwonvvempla 

Ἰσοπουσυνεπειπτεν 

Ἰτονδεφαρναβαζονα 

Ἰπαραγενεσθαιβουλο 

Ἰαικαιμισθοναπολα 

ἸἹροσμενουναυτουδιε 

Ἰεδαιμονιωνκαιτω" 

Ἰναναρχοσεκλακε 

Ἰναρχελαΐϊδακατα 

Ἰτονχρονονφοινεικω 

Ἰανηεσεισκαυνονὼῶν 

Ἰκιασαιδελειπουσαι 

Ἰασακτωνοσιδωνιοσ 

Ἰιλειτοισταυτηστησ 

Ἰριτη[Ἱναυαρχιανῴαρ 
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ἐδίωκε τὸν Anpatverov: ὁ δὲ κατὰ τοῦτον τίὸν 

Χρόνον ἔτυχε μένων περὶ Θορικὸν τῆς ,4τ- 

40 τικῆς. ἐϊπει]δὴ δὲ προσπλεύσας ἐκεῖν[ο]ς πρὸϊς 2 

Col. iii. 

[Θορικὸν] ἐπεχείρησεν ἐμβαλ]εῖν, ὥρμησεν ἐπὶ πολὺ 
Γ al , A Ν ) ~ ‘A A « προπλ)]εῖν: κρατήσας δὲ ... ν]εὼς αὐτῶν τὴν μὲν ὑ-- 
TH? cA ~ «“ a“ > Χ ΄ ; ~ ΄ 
gp αὑτῷ) ναῦν, ὅτι χεῖρον ἢν τὸ σκ)]άφος, αὐτοῦ κατέλιπεν, 

[εἰς δὲ] τὴν ἐκείνζων μεταβιβ)]άσας τοὺς αὑτοῦ ναύ- 
[4 λ I Ν Ν ΨΥ Ν δὰ ~ 

5 [Tas πρ]οέπλ[ε)]υσεν [ἐπὶ τὸ στράτευμα τὸ μετὰ τοῦ 

Κόνωνος .......... ὁ δὲ Μίλων εἰς Αἴγιναν pe 

[πὰ ἐπ Bi suse 7s teen TH Bley οὖν ἁδρότατα τῶν IW 

τ τος tee e eee es περ)ὶ τοῦτο συμβάντων 

[οὕτως eyévero: ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ]δε τοῦ [θ]έρους τῇ μὲν Β.6. 
Μ Bl ᾽ ua 10 : ] ἔτος ὄγδοον ἐνειστήκει. 

_ japos τὰς τριήρεις απα- 

ἐϊκεῖ δὲ καταπλεύσας τὰς 

Ἰεν, ἔτυχεν γὰρ ἀεὶ τοῦ 

KATET|KEVAKOS ἣν νεώρια 

15 Ἰς ὅπου συνέπιπτεν 

] τὸν δὲ Φαρνάβαζον a- 

| παραγενέσθαι βουλό- 

[μενος Jac καὶ μισθὸν ἀπολα- 

[βεῖν αἷρος μὲν οὖν αὐτοῦ διέ- 2 

20 [τριβεν, ἐπὶ δὲ τὰς ναῦς τῶν Λακ]εδαιμονίων καὶ τῶν 

[συμμάχων ἀφικνεῖται Πόλλις] ναύαρχος ἐκ Λακε- 

[δαίμονος .............. τὴ]ν ᾿Αρχελαΐδα κατα- 

[pe eee eee eee Κατὰ δὲ τὸν αὐτὸν χρόνον Φοινίκων 
ἮΝ 2 Ua lol ’ A [peeve eee es ἧκον ἐνενήκοντ]α νῆες εἰς Καῦνον ὧν 

25. ἰδέκα μὲν ἔπλευσαν ἀπὸ Κιλικίας αἱ δὲ λείπουσαι 

[ἀπὸ τ... ΠῚ πᾶς Ἄκτων ὁ Σιδώνιος 

[peewee cece ee ee eeee ss βασ]ιλεῖ τοῖς ταύτης τῆς 

[pee ete ee eee eee eee eee πε]ρὶ τὴ[ν] ναυαρχίαν Pap- 

149 

396 
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Ἰντωναυτοντωνπαρα 

30 ]. apooramepitnvapyn— 

Ἰπεδονκ[ Ἰνωνδεπροσ 

Ἰσθομενοσαναλαβως 

Ἰπληρωσασταστριηρεισ 

Ἰσταποταμ[.Ἰντονκαυ 

35 Ἰντηνκἰ Ἰυνιανεισεπλευ 

Ἰυφαρναβαζουκαιτουκο 

Ἰρνη[.ἰανηρπερσησπα 

Ἰτωνπραγματωνοσ 

Ἰουλετολαβειν.Ἰατα 

49 1. νδεπρί.}.. ἴ. . Ἱν[ἡμεῖ. Ἰυφιλ [ἀν 
1. οσαπεπεμψεναί.]βασιλε ασί. . .1α 

\nvoxnvnvauTouv...... Ἰηλθ. . .Ἱν 

Ἰπαγγειλασδεταπί. .... Ἰεασαΐ. .]ν 

Col. iv (=A Col. iv). 

25 lines lost 

26. 

a 

[ 
[ 
[ 

30 a. [ 

β.1 
ταῖ- . ἦταῖ 
πονταῖ 

35 ἀρχί.Ἰντί 
κουσὶστί 

σιντασμῖ 

[Joownpl 
[. «Ἰγεκελί 

40 νωνουδὶ 

€xovreo| 

etxovyal 

(Fr. 2) 
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ἱνάβαζος ....... παροξυνόϊντων αὐτὸν τῶν παρα- 

Oh οπα  , ὁ Ὁ ἢ ὁ μὲν οὖν... .1. αρος τὰ περὶ τὴν ἀρχὴν 

I earenegee Dees bk ορ τὸ στρατόπεδον. Κἰόϊνων δὲ προσ- 3 

τ τξεν fo MORO RR MS Sy oh ach τ αἰσθόμενος ἀναλαβὼν 

ΠΟΥ aoe συμπληρώσας τὰς τρίηρεις 

Tok ch ORC GRO it egal ει Memeo Ἰστα motaplo τὸν Kav- 

35 [viov καλούμενον εἰς λίμνην τὴν Κἰα)υνίαν εἰσέπλευ- 

σεν. το ees ἈΚ ΕΣ ἐδ τι: τοῦ Φαρναβάζου καὶ τοῦ Ko- 

OOS o Sen's Brae alo 6 Om one Oe Ἰρνη [5] ἀνὴρ Πέρσης πα: 

ΠΥ ρου 5 | τῶν πραγμάτων ὃς 

Dearne Wear inane Wate ἔγάδειν το os ἠβ)ούλετο λαβεῖν [κ]ατα- 

ΠΟ acai as ho aes jv δὲ mpl]. [- « ef jue. lu φιλίαν 

ΠΤ ohh eee Hie ]. 09 ἀπέπεμψεν als] βασιλέα al. . .]α- 

εξ ὅς τ]ὴν σκηνὴν αὐτοῦ λί...... Ἰῆλθῖε.. |v 

ον ἀἸπαγγείλας δὲ τὰ πὶ... .. Ἰεασαΐ. .|u 

Col. iv. 

25 lines lost 

26. “ἢ ν 

FA 
af 
del 

30 a. [ 
πὶ 
β.ῖ 
raf. .1ταί 

πονταῖ 

35 ἀρχ[ο]ντί 
κους oT] | 

ow τὰς pl 

[.]oouv πρὶ 

[- ἡτεκελί 

40 νῶν οὐδὶ 

ἔχοντες [ 

εἶχον γὰρ 

Some columns lost. 
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Col. v (=B Col. i with Fr. 3). 

1: εἰσινδεκαΐ. .. 

Ἰνεππεωνΐ. . 

1: ενιοιδεπρί. . « 

Ἰστιον" ἡμενΐ. .. 

Ἰτοιαυτηικΐ. .{. 

ko αγησιλαΐ. .]δὲ 

Ἰστρατοπί δος" 
Ἰκαῖ. -]rpe 

Ἰταορηταξαμε 
Ἰουσ ταυτηπαλι- 

Ἰηστοιαυτηιφθαᾳ 

Ἰστοστρατοπέδον 

jew: τισσαφερί.Ἰησ 

Ἰλουθειτοισελλη.}ιν 

Ἰκεσχιλιουσκαί.Ἶμυ 

Ἰνκελαττουσ 

Ἰσαμενοσχαλε 

Ἰνυσεκπαρατα 

Ἱπερεχοντασ' 

Ἰλωσκαικρα 

Ἰστρατηγιασ 

Ἰσανταμαχεσθαι 

Ἰωνφτρατευμα 
Ἰσασ' οιδεβαρβα 

Ἰεσκαισυντεταὰ 

Ἰεχοντεστοσου 

Ἱννατοσαφορμα- 

Ἰτειδοντουσελλῃ 

Ἰντετηνπορειαν 

Ἰκαταφρονειν 
ε 

Ἰντασαυτουσ 

Ἰτουστρατευ 

Ἰπροσβαλον 

Plate IV. 
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[ov πεδίον 

10 [vos 

σας 

[δὲ 

15 [ἔχων 

[ρίους, πεζοὺς de.... 

[᾿Αγησίλαος δὲ 

« , \ 

ἱππέας μὲν . . 

(οϊ. ν. 
ae 1% 

1, εἰσὶν δὲ καὶ. .. 

τῶ]ν ἱππέων [... 

1, ἔνιοι δὲ aol... 

Ἰστιον. ἡ μὲν [οὖν 

| τοιαύτῃ Ki. .}{. 

lus. ᾿4γησίλα[ος] δὲ 

τὸ] στρατόπί εἶδον 

τὸ] Καἰ[ὕσ]τρι- 

] τὰ ὄρη ταξάμε- 

Ἰους, ταύτῃ πάλιν 

Ἰης τοιαύτῃ φθά- 

Ἰς τὸ στρατόπεδον 

Ἰειν. Τισσαφέρ[ν]ης 

ἐπηκο]λούθει τοῖς “Ἐλλη[σ]ιν 

. αἸἰκισχιλίους κα[ὶ] μυ- 

... μυρίων οὐκ ἐλάττους. 

ἡγησάμενος χαλε- 

[mov προσβάλλοντας τὸυς πολεμίο)υς ἐκ παρατά- 

[fews ἀμύνεσθαι πολὺ τῶν Ελλήνων ὑἸπερέχοντας͵ 

20 [ἔταξεν ἐν πλινθίῳ τὸ στράτευμα . ἥλως καὶ κρα- 

[τ 

25 [poe 
[γμέν 
[τ 

[νας 

30 

[ματος 

] στρατηγίας 

Ἰσαντα μάχεσθαι 

Ἰων στράτευμα 

Ἰσας, οἱ δὲ βάρβα: 

les καὶ συντετα- 

] ἔχοντες τοσου- 

δ)υνατὸς ἀφορμᾶν 

κατεῖδον τοὺς “Ελλη- 

oltre τὴν πορείαν 

1 καταφρονεῖν 

res αὐτοὺς — 

] τοῦ στρατεύ- 

] προσβαλον- 

Plate IV. 

WAG π 

B.C. 395 
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Ἰωθεντουπλι 

Ἰονπροσετατ 

Ἰτουσδεπελοπο 

Ἰιπροσηγεπο 
1. ὡρατουσελλη 

Ἰλεοναΐί. .Jovaec 

Ἱμοιωσ εἶ. .]διε 

Ἰνεγγυτερωιμαὰ 

Ἰδεναλλητονΐ. 

Ἰγαραμφοτερῤί. . 

Ἰετί.Ἱπροΐονΐ. . . 

Ἰλιγί. . ο]σῖ. ...... 

ἤπεῦ μι!" τ. oc 

Jar[... «| 9 af. 

Iho Bile 

lurovof. . . 

japackeval. . 

Ἰιουσινατήιν .[.-. 
\ra[-Jenovey|. . 
JovnvToddl. . 

Ἰβουλευσομί. . . 

|rovevta ,[..- 

νοιτινειαΐ. .. | 
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[τ ἔξωθεν τοῦ πλιν- 

35 [θίου 1ον προσέτατ- 

[τε | τοὺς δὲ Πελοπον- 

ἱνησίους καὶ τοὺς συμμάχους ]t προσῆγε πο- 

1. @pa τοὺς “Ελλη- 

[vas Acov al. .jov ἀεὶ 

40 ὁἸμοίως εἶ. .]διε- 

lv ἐγγυτέρῳ μᾶλ. 

λοῖν οὐδὲν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τὸν 

ποτί 1 γὰρ ἀμφοτέρϊ.. 

ηγὶ Ἰετί.] προιόντ. . 

45 δὲ ὀλίγ. . lol 
εἰ στρα τευμία........ 

τε Ἰαν. ...1., 4{γησί- 

Aalos δὲ 7. of. 

τί στρ]ατί ευμα!. .. 

50 jurovo|. . . 

m|apackeval. . 

ous ἵνα τῇ v.[... 

κα)τα[ν]έμουσι [.... 

καὶ Ἰωνὴν πολλί.. 

55 + αἱ ] βουλευσομίεν . . 

a al Ἰν τὸν ἐνία.. ἷ. « . 

a. [ Ἰνοιτινειαΐ. . . 

e.[ Jus ἔγνω κα. [. .] 

Ὁ 1. των τῆς vuKz[os] 4 

60 . { μὲν] ὁπλίτας [... . 

Col. vi. Plate IV. 

τακοσίους δὲ ψιλούς, καὶ rolvros ἐπέστησεν ἄρχοντα 

Ἐξενοκλέα [ΣἸπαρτιάτην παραγγείλας ὅταν γένωνται 

Badifovre|s] Kar’ αὐτοὺς [.... 
᾽ > Ν > ~ [εἰς δὲ τὴν ἐπιοῦσαν . ... Ἰκ[. . εἰς μάχην τίάσσ]εσθαι. k 

5 ἀναστήσας ἅϊμα ἡμ]έρᾳ [τ]ὸ [στ]ράϊ τεϊυίμα πάλιν] avi- 
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yevetoTompl....... OeBapBapoirvval......... Ἰαντεσ 

ὡσειωθεσαΐ.. ... Ἰναυτωνπροσεβαλλί. «᾿τοισελλη 

σινοιδεπεῖ.. . . Ἰυοναυτουσ' οιδεκ[.Ἰτατοπε 

διονατακτί. . . ηκολουθουν" οδεξί Ἰνοκλησ 

το επειδηκαιρῖ. . . ελαβενειναιτοισπολεμιοισεπι 

χείρειν" aval... «ασεκτησενεδραστουσπελοποι 
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καστοιπροσθεῖΐ. Ἰταστουσελληνασ' εφευγονκαθαπαν 

τοπεδιον" ay|. . . ]Ἰαοσδεκατιδωνπεφοβημενουσαυ 

15. τουσεπεμπεναποτουστρατευματοστουστεκουφουσ 

["Ἰωνστρατιωτων' καιτουσιππεασδιωξοντασεκεινουσ' 

οιδεμετατωνεκτησενεδρασανασταντεσενεκείντο 

τωνβαρβαρων επακολουθησαντεσδετοισπολεμι.]ισ 

ουλιανπολυ[. Ἰχρονον" ovyap|. . ναντοκαταλαμβα 

20 νεινεαυτουσατετί.Ἰνπολλωνΐ. .| . εωνοντωνκαιγυ 

μνητων' KataBaddovowper|. ΠἸτωνπεριεξακοσι 

ovo: αποσταντεσδετησδιωΐ. . .1σ' εβ δ᾽ Ἰζονεπαυ 

τοτοστρατοπεδοντοτωνβαΐ. . «Ἰρων" . ταλαβον 

τεσδεφυλακην' ουσπουδαιΪ. . .]Ἰαθεῖ.. .Joav ταχε 

25 ὡσαιρουσιν' καἰ Ἰλαμβανουσιν Ἰυτωνΐ. . «(Ἰληνμενα 

γοραν' συχνοΐ. .Ἰδεανθρωποῖ .Ἰσ["] πολλί. . «Ἰσκευη" Kar 

χρηματαμενῖ. . ναλλωνταδὶ Ἰτισσαφεῖ. . ... Ἰαυτου (Ist hand) ye 

νομενησδετῖ. ἡμαχηστοιαυϊ.Ἰησοιμεῖ. . .lpBaporxa 

ταπλαγεντεσῖ. . . ελληνασαπεχωρησί. . ... jrotic 

30 σαφερνειπροστασσαρδεισαγησιλαοσδεπερί. . .\vacav 

τουτρεισημερασεναιστουσνεκρουσῦποσπί. (Ἰδουσαπε 

δωκεντοισπί ἸλεμιοισκαιτροπαιονεστηΪ. «ἸΚαιτη" 

γηναπασανεέΐ. «. Πησενπροηγεντοστρί. « ΟἸυμαεισ 

φρυγιανπαλινΐ. . μεγαληνεποιειτοδε[.Ἰηνπορειαν 

35 ουκετισυντεταγμενουσεχωνεντωπλί.]νθειωτουσ 

στρατιωτασαλλεωναυτουσοσηνηβουλοντοτησχω 

ρασεπιεναικαικακωσποιεῖ. . « . «. Ἰπολεμί.]Ἰουστισσαῴφερ 

νησδεπυθομενοστουσεῖ. . +. ++. Ἰαδιζεινειστοπροσθε 

αναλαβωναυθιστουσβῖ. .. .. » jaf. . « Τυθειοπισθες 
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γεν εἰς τὸ πρόσθεν. of] δὲ βάρβαροι cuva κολουθήσ]αντες 

ὡς εἰώθεσαϊν οἱ μὲν αὐτῶν προσέβαλλον] τοῖς “Ελλη- 

σιν, οἱ δ᾽ éme.....Juov αὐτούς, οἱ δὲ κ[αἸτὰ τὸ πε- 

δίον ἀτάκτίως ἐπ]ηκολούθουν. ὁ δὲ ἘΪε]νοκλῆς, 

ἐπειδὴ καιρ[ὸν ὑπ]έλαβεν εἷναι τοῖς πολεμίοις ἐπι- 

χειρεῖν, ἀναϊστήσ]ας ἐκ τῆς ἐνέδρας τοὺς ΠΙ͵ελοπον- 

νησίους ἔξω} θ[ει δρίόμῳ: τῶν δὲ βαρβάρων ὡς εἶδον ἕ- 

καστοι προσθέζον]τας τοὺς “Ελληνας ἔφευγον καθ᾽ ἅπαν 

τὸ πεδίον: ᾿Αγ[ησίλ]αος δὲ κατιδὼν πεφοβημένους αὐ- 

τοὺς ἔπεμπεν ἀπὸ τοῦ στρατεύματος τούς τε κούφους 

[τἸῶν στρατιωτῶν καὶ τοὺς ἱππέας διώξοντας ἐκείνους" 

οἱ δὲ μετὰ τῶν ἐκ τῆς ἐνέδρας ἀναστάντων ἐνέκειντο 

t(ois) βαρβάροις). ἐπακολουθήσαντες δὲ τοῖς πολεμίοις 

οὐ λίαν πολὺν] χρόνον, οὐ γὰρ [ἠδύ]ναντο καταλαμβά- 

νειν {ελαὐτοὺς ἅτε τῶν πολλῶν [ἱπ]πέων ὄντων καὶ γυ- 

μνήτων, καταβάλλουσιν μὲν [αὐτῶν περὶ ἑξακοσί-. 

ous, ἀποστάντες δὲ τῆς διώ[ξεω)ς ἐβ[ ἀ]δ ι]ζον ἐπ᾽ αὐ- 

τὸ τὸ στρατόπεδον τὸ τῶν βαϊρβάρ)ων. [καταλαβόν- 

τες δὲ φυλακὴν οὐ σπουδαΐως κἸ]αθεϊστῶ)σαν ταχέ- 

ὡς αἱροῦσιν, Kali] λαμβάνουσιν [αἸὐτῶν [πολ]λὴν μὲν ἀ- 

γορὰν συχνοὺς] δὲ ἀνθρώπο[υ)ς, πολλ[ὰ δὲ] σκεύη καὶ 

χρήματα (ra) μὲν [τῶ]ν ἄλλων τὰ δὲ] Τισσαφέρνους) αὐτοῦ. γε- Ψ1Π.τ 

νομένης δὲ τῆς] μάχης τοιαύϊτ]ης οἱ μὲϊν βά]ρβαροι κα- 

ταπλαγέντες [τοὺς] “EdAnvas ἀπεχώρησίαν σὺν] τῷ Τισ- 

σαφέρνει πρὸς τὰς Σάρδεις: ᾿Αγησίλαος δὲ περ[ιμε]ΐνας αὐ- 

τοῦ τρεῖς ἡμέρας, ἐν αἷς τοὺς νεκροὺς ὑποσπίόν)]δους ἀπέ- 

δωκεν τοῖς π[οἸλεμίοις καὶ τρόπαιον ἔστηϊσε)] καὶ τὴν 

γῆν ἅπασαν ἐϊπόρθ]ησεν, προῆγεν τὸ στρ[άτε]υμα εἰς 

Φρυγίαν πάλιν [τὴν] μεγάλην. ἐποιεῖτο δὲ [τ]ὴν πορείαν 2 

οὐκέτι συντεταγμένους ἔχων ἐν τῷ πλ[ινθίῳ τοὺς 

στρατιώτας, ἀλλ᾽ ἐῶν αὐτοὺς ὅσην ἠβούλοντο τῆς χώ- 

pas ἐπιέναι καὶ κακῶς ποιεῖῖν τοὺς] πολεμ[ί]ους. Τισσαφέρ- 

νης δὲ πυθόμενος τοὺς “Εἴλληνας β)Ἱαδίζειν εἰς τὸ πρόσθε(ν) 

ἀναλαβὼν αὖθις τοὺς β[αρβάρους ἐϊπη[κολο]ύθει ὄπισθεν 
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ρανηνπαρεγενετοκαιτηνεπιοί. .. ... «Ὁ. Ἰεντοῦ 

Col. vii (=B Col. iii with Frs. 4-6 and Fr. 7 Col. i). 

(Fr. 4) 
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ee νον λδ ots ΟἾ ὁ Ὁ Ὁ δου δ᾽ ὁ tdi Ge 3. coon Ἰδρουκαλουμενοῖ. 
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αὐτῶν πολλοὺς σταδίοϊυς διέχων. ᾿Αγ]ησίλ[αος] δὲ διεξελθὼν 3 

τὸ πε[δ)ίον τὸ τῶν Λυδῶν [Hye τὴν στρ)]ατιὰν [.......] διὰ τῶϊν 

ὀρῶν τῶν διὰ μέσου κεϊιμένων .. .] τῆϊς Avdias] καὶ τῆς 

Φρυγίας: ἐπειδὴ δὲ διεπορ[εύθησαν ταῦτα κατεβίβ!ασε 

τοὺς “Ελληνας εἰς τὴν Φρυγίαν ἕως ἀφίκοντο πρὸς τ]ὸν 

Μαίανδρον ποταμόν, os.......... ῥέων ἀπὸ Κελαι- 

νῶν, ἣ τῶν ἐν Φρυγίᾳ μεγίστη [πόλις ἐστίν, ἐκδίδωσιν 
" 4 a Ua . els θάλατταν παρὰ Πριήνην xlai......... καταστρα- 4 

τοπεδεύσας δὲ τοὺς Πελοπίοννησίους καὶ τοὺς 

[σἸυμμάχους ἐθύετο πότίερ]α x[py] διι]αβίαίνειν τὸν ποτα- 
4 μὸν ἢ μή, καὶ βαδίζειν ἐπὶ Κελαζινὰς ἢ πάλιν τ]οὺς 

΄ > 4 © μὴ 2, 9 ae ‘ 
στρατιώτας ἀπάγειν. ὡς δὲ συνέβ[αινεν αὐτῷ] μὴ 

, x APOE , 7 2 a ΄ τ τ 
γίγνεσθαι καλὰ τὰ ἱερά, περιμεῖί ναΐς ἐκεῖ τήν Tle ἡμέ- 

ραν ἣν παρεγένετο καὶ τὴν ἐπιοῦσαν ἀπῆγεν τὸν 

Col. vii. 
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cal. . τεβασιλευσομολογ ουν τί. .Juadio7| 
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Col. viii (=Fr. 7 Col. ii). 
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[. -Javrovaval 

40 5 ὃ: €LVEK . | 

[-AAnvavay| 

[. -~BapBapel 

Col. ix (=C Col. i with Frs. 8 and 9). Col. x (=C Col. ii with Fr. 10). 

15 lines lost vory|.] . aol 

16 val. apaper[.jov . [ 

Ἰκαγα αφθοϊ.Ἰαϊ. . Jo. [ 

Ἰλεμον μαδεί.Ἰεν εσὶ 
Ἰ. Lowry 5 ἐπιτη. . (marl 

(Fr. 8) : ret 

(Fr. 9) 25 Ἰκ΄ 
Ἰαρᾷνγι 
Ἰκαταμα 

Ἰυπαραλα 

Ἰμακεδο 

Io 

20 

ηρημενονῦπαρξοΐ 
διεκεινῇ. « «1ητ| σ΄. 
[Ἰαλώνῳ . [ 
[:Ἰερονπωΐ 
katBiag . | 

Χρονον μῖ 
πολλησδυνᾳΐ 

ομοί[ να. [.1ο(.1α] 
κωσ[.Ἰην . [.] . εἶ 

μασενηγεῖ 
- τερουσελί.]ηΐ 

ητουΐ.Ἰεκτί.Ἰυπί.Ἰλί. « - ἡγιγνομῖ 
vooderny}.| « [.Ἰχἰ.]Ἰαναριστατί 

Kexpnper. Ἰουγαρωσπεροῖ 
ναστευοντω[Ἰωρμησεν . [ 

γασκαιδηϊ. .|rikr . [.].. στί 

μεταπεμποῖ Ἱενοσεκ 

κεναιτιδοκ[.Ἰυντασδὶ 

τωνπλεισί. οἸνχί 

π᾿ 

(Fr. 10) [.Joo[ 



ΙΧ 

20 

25 
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Col. ix. 

15 lines lost 

Wal, 
Ἰκαγα- 

πόλεμον 

71. ἰσωτη 

] καὶ 

πἸαραγγει- 

| καταμα- 

ju παραλα- 

| Μακεδο- 

σι 

20 

..) αὐτὸν aval 

ἀἄϊλλην ἀναγὶ 

τῶ]ν βαρβάρωϊν 

Some columns lost. 

Col. x. 

votr{.| . aol 

ἅμα μὲν [.Jov . [ 

ἀφθόνως. .1σ . [ ἅ- 

μα δὲ [.Jeveo| 

ἐπὶ τη... ιματί 

ῃρημένον ὑπαρξοΐ 

δι’ ἐκεινί. . .«1ητί.1σ. [ 

[1αλων o . [ 

[τ]ερον πωΐ 

καὶ Brag. [ 

χρόνον pl 

πολλῆς δυναΐ 

ὁμοι[ν α΄. [. Jor. Jaf 

kos [.|nv.[.]. εἰ 

pacevnye 

. τέρους ed. ]n[ 

ἢ τοὺς] ἐκ τίο]ῦ πἰ.1λ[. . ..] γιγνομένους 

νος δὲ τὴν [1. [Ἰχ[αν ἄριστα τὶ 

κεχρημένος.) οὐ γὰρ ὥσπερ off .... .... τῶν δυ- 

ναστευόντωϊν] ὥρμησεν . [ 

yas καὶ δηϊμο]τικωτ.. [.]. στί 

μεταπεμπόϊμ)ενος εκΐ 

κέναι τι δοκ[ο]ῦντας δῖ 

τῶν πλείσίτω]ν χίὶ 

58 \roo dle εἰ: τ τ 

[-Joof 
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nrwcer| 

dogar[ 

kedal 
30 τωνΐ 

Taca| 

Toy 

Fragments probably belonging to Col. x. 

Fr, 11. 

Jnr 
Ἰκαιδει 

1. [Ἱνταῖ 
Ἰ.. μὲ 

5 Jered] 
1. Leal 
Jeor[ 

Ἰανεκεῖ 
ρα τὰ 

10 ["ἰαλλατηνμεῖ ]. 
]. 
Ἰσπεριπολληνστ. 

Ἰτηγαγεναντιωνηγαΐ 

ἸσεποιησεκατακειΪ 

15. Ἰλλαισκατασκευαὶ 

Ἱπεριδετηντουΐ 

Fr. 14. 

jor 
Ἰακαῖ 

[Ἰτουδεβιον. ip . 

Jeg 1, 

] . δεπροστί 

Ἰωνειληΐ 
7. τελευΐ 

Ἰτωνπαρεκεινΐ 

5 Ἰαθαπεριμε. [ 

Ἰνεπιταί 

Ἰιλαθεῖ 

Fr. 13. 

0. [ 
Juror 

Ἰεναυτί 

Ἰαιρεισθ] 
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nrooer [ 

δοξανΐ 

κεδαίιμον 

Aa- 

30 τωνΐ 

Taca, 

τωνΐ 

Fragments probably belonging to Col. x. 

Fr. 11. Fr. 12. 

im ee 
Ἰ καὶ ded 71. δὲ προστί 

]- LJuraf Jov εἰληΐ 

Lee tpl 1. τελευίτ 

τ Ἰατεδὶ 5 Ἰσγων map ἐκεινΐ 

1. [-Jeal Ἰαθα mepipe . [ 

Ἰεοτί Ἰν ἐπιταί 

Ἰανεκεῖ Ἰιλαθεῖ 

τῶν] ἄλλων βαρβάραϊν ‘ 

το 6]. [.] ἀλλὰ τὴν pel Fr. 13. 

1. [-Jrov δὲ βίον . ip. [.τί : : 

]s περὶ πολλὴν oT... of JO .[ 

κα]τήγαγεν ἀντὶ ὧν nyal Ἰυτονΐ 

Ἰς ἐποίησε κατακεῖ Ἰεν αὐτί 

15. πολλαῖς κατασκευαΐ Ἰαιρεῖσθ[αι 

] περὶ δὲ τὴν τουΐ 5 Wee letene st? 

Fr. 14. Ν Fr. 15 

or[ lel 
taka lo. Jeol 
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Jrer[ Ἰασπολί 
Ἰτιδαΐ 1 

Col. xi (=D Col. i). Plate V. 

2 Te BG. lien hes Pars ce eee πος ]. καθεκα 

sAiallessiils coon oon ae eosuesee Ἰσυντοισὸ 

o PONTE - π5ᾳᾳΡ)ιρκιροΠιΨΠ,ὁιο7υ π΄ Ἰνίναμηρα 

τ νυ τεῦ Χχείρουσ 2 a lana m= fe ly ated ey eae Ἰπολεμονβου 

5 =o VOOOETEAPODKE. ae aie ea uelereee easter Ἰτουσροδιουσ 

a ἠἸδωσι εν ποιση oo noob on eo0as Ἰταστηνικαὺ 

=) ἰσεργοισεπιχείρεβ το ΠτΠΠπιο’σοἔἘΠ-ο".- Ἰπασινεποι 

= Πρροντονεξετα  ππΠΕΠΨσἔζιΕΠΨσἔἘΠ[Εᾳ,οΨ- Ἰκοσιλαβωτ 

Tea sen Fao DOUG oe DO aoe ὁ Ἰλομενοσ 

10 .]αρειναιτηδιαφθοῖ. .. ... «ον Ἰνίερωνυμω 

.Jawetkopnpompood..........-. Ἰηθηναιτω 

εἸγματωνουσιναυτουποῖ. -.......Ὁ Ἰεριμεινα 

«Ἱεκεινηντηνημερανπῖ. «..... «Ὁ Ἰτονεξετα 

ντηῦστεραιατωνστρατίΐ. . . ....... Ἰπερειωθε 

[- - 
[- - 
L - 
[-- 
[-- 
[- - 
[- - 
ἰ- - 
[- - 
[- - 
[-- 
[- - 
[- - 

15 [.. .|jrovopevavtovmapnyal....... Ἰσοπλοισεισ 

[- -ἰΙνλιμενατί Ἰνσδεμεικρονΐ. .. ... loayopacta— 

[. ροδιωνοισυνειδοτεστηνπῖί. ... .. Ἰσύπελαβο 

[-Ἰαιρονεγχειρεινειναιτοισεργ. . . «Ἰνελεγοντο 

[- -Ινεγχειριδιοισειστηναγορανκαιδωριμαχοσ 

20 [. ]εναυτωναναβασεπιτονλιθονουπερειωθεικὴη 

[. ττεινοκηρυξανακραγωνωσηδυνατομεγιστοῖ 

[ωμενωανδρεσεφηπολειταιεπιτουστυραννουσ 

[- νταχιστηνοιδελοιποιβοησαντοσεκεινουτη". 

[- -]ηθειανεισπηδησαντεσμετεγχειριδιωνειστασυν 

25. [:Ἰδριατωναρχοντωναποκτεινουσιτουστεδιαγο 

[. ]Ἱιουσκαιτωναλλωνπολιτωνενδεκαδιαπραξα 

[-Ἰενοιδεταυτασυνηγοντοπλη θοστοτωνροδιων 

[. .ἰσεκκλησιαναρτιδεσυνειλεγμενωναυτωνκονω 

ηκεπαλινεκκαυνουμετατωντριηρωνοιδετη 
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Ἰτιτί Jas πολ 

|redal 19} 

Some columns lost. 

cll: Skellie’: bie lean chs tad aA EaAILE ma a 1. καθ᾽ ἑκά- [- - 
— ἡμέϊρ]αν ἐξήτίαζε τοὺς στρατιώτας] σὺν τοῖς ὅ- 

[πλοις] ἐν τῷ λιμένι, προφασιζόμενος μὲ]ν ἵνα μὴ ῥᾳ- 

το χείρους [γένωνται πρὸς τὸν] πόλεμον, βου- 

5 [λόμεϊνος δὲ παρασκευάσας ἡσύχους] τοὺς Ῥοδίους 

[ὅταν ζἤ]δωσιν ἐν τοῖς ὅϊπλοις αὐτοὺς παρόνἾτας τηνικαῦ- 

[τα τοῖς ἔργοις ἐπιχειρεῖν: ἐπεὶ δὲ συνήθη] πᾶσιν ἐποί- 

[noev] ὁρᾶν τὸν ἐξεταϊσμόν, αὐτὸς μὲν εἴκοσι λαβὼν 

[τῶν] τριήρων ἐξέπλευϊσεν εἰς Καῦνον, βουλόμενος 

10 [μὴ π]αρεῖναι τῇ διαφθορᾷ τῶν Arayopealy, “Ιερωνύμῳ 

[δὲ κ]αὶ Νικοφήμῳ προσέταξεν ἐπιμελ]ηθῆναι τῶν 

[πρα]γμάτων οὖσιν αὑτοῦ πα[ρέδροις: οἱ π]Ἰεριμείναν- 

[res] ἐκείνην τὴν ἡμέραν, πὶ αρόντων ἐπὶ] τὸν ἐξετα- 

[τὸ]ν λιμένα, τἰο]ὺς δὲ μικρὸν [ἀπὸ τῆ]ς ἀγορᾶς. τῶν 

[δὲ] Ῥοδίων οἱ συνειδότες τὴν πίρᾶξιν, ὡς ὑπέλαβον 

[κ]αιρὸν ἐγχειρεῖν εἶναι τοῖς ἔργοις, συ]νελέγοντο 
ΝΣ: , ᾽ \ 2 , \ ΄ 

[σὺν ἐγχειριδίοις εἰς τὴν ἀγοράν, καὶ Δωρίμαχος 

20 [μ]έν (tis) αὐτῶν ἀναβὰς ἐπὶ τὸν λίθον οὗπερ εἰώθει κη- 

[ρύ]ττειν ὁ κῆρυξ, ἀνακραγὼν ὡς ἠδύνατο μέγιστον, 

[ἤωμεν, ὦ ἄνδρες, ἔφη, πολῖται, ἐπὶ τοὺς τυράννους 

[τὴ]ν ταχίστην. οἱ δὲ λοιποὶ βοήσαντος ἐκείνου τὴν 
, ᾽ ΄ tis , ᾽ x 

[βο]ήθειαν εἰσπηδήσαντες μετ᾽ ἐγχειριδίων εἰς τὰ συν- 

25. [ἐϊδρια τῶν ἀρχόντων ἀποκτείνουσι τούς τε Atayo- 

[ρεἸΐους καὶ τῶν ἄλλων πολιτῶν ἕνδεκα, διαπραξά- 

[μενοι δὲ ταῦτα συνῆγον τὸ πλῆθος τὸ τῶν “Ῥοδίων 

[εἰς ἐκκλησίαν. ἄρτι δὲ συνειλεγμένων αὐτῶν Κόνων 

ἧκε πάλιν ἐκ Καύνου μετὰ τῶν τριήρων' οἱ δὲ τὴν 

Plate V. 
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30 σφαγηνεξεργασαμενοικαταλυσαντεστηνπαρουσα 

TOAELTELAVKATETTNO AVON LOKPATLAVKALT@Y TO 

λειτωντινασολιγουσφυγαδασεποιησανημενου" 

επαναστασισηπεριτηνροδοντουτοτοτελοσελα 

Bev βϑοιωτοιδεκαιφωκειστουτουτουθερουσεισ 

35. πολεμονκατεστησανεγενοντοδετησεκθρασαυτοισ 

[Πιτιοιμαλιστατωνενταισθηβαιστινεσουγαρπολλοισ 

[Ἰτεσινπροτερονετυχονεισστασιασμονοιβοιωτοι 

προελθοντεσειχενδεταπραγματατοτεκαΐῖ. «τη 

βοιωτιανουτωσησανκατεστηκυϊαιβουλαιτί jo 

Col. xii (=D Col. ii). Plate V. 

τετετταῖ. ..... ΠΚαστητωνπολεωνωνουΐ. . . . - 

τοισπολεῖ. ..... νμετεχειναΐ. . «Ἰτοισκεκΐ. .. .. 

πληθοστῖ ..... ἡτωντουτωνδετωνβουλωΐ. er 

Hepocekag|.... . Ἰαθημενηκαιπροβουλευΐ. .... 

5 περιτωνπὶ. . . . τωνεισεφερενεισταστρεῖ. . .. 

δεδοξενε[.Ἰαπασαιστουτοκυριονεγινετοκΐ. .. .. 

Ἰδιαδιετελουνουτωδιοικουμενοιτοδεταῖ.. .. 

ὠὡτωντουτονηντοντροπονσυντεταγμενονΐ. .. 

δεκαμερηδιηρηντοπαντεσοιτηνχωρανοικουνΐ. . . 

10 καιτουτωνεκαστονεναπαρειχετοβοιωταρχονΐ. . . 

θηβαιοιμεντετταρασυνεβαλλοντοδυομενὕπεϊ. . . 

πολεωσδυοδεῦπερπλαταιεωνκαισκωλουκαιερῖ .Ἰθρωΐ. 

καισκαφωνκαιτωναλλωνχωριωντωνπροτερον 

μενεκεινοισσυνπολειτευομενωντοτεδεσυντε 

15 λουντωνειστασθηβασδυοδεπαρειχοντοβοιωταρχασ 

ορχομενιοικαιῦσιαιοιδυοδεθεσπιεισσυνευτρησι 

καιθισβαισεναδεταναγραιοικαιπαλινετεροναλιαρ 

τιοικαιλεβαδεισκαικορωνεισονεπεμπεκαταμε 

ροσεκαστητωνπολεωντοναυτονδετροπονε 

20 βαδιζενεξακραιφνιουκαικωπωνκαιχαιρωνειασ 

ουτωμενουνεφερεταμερητουσαρχοντασπαρειχε 

τοδεκαιβουλευτασεξηκοντακατατονβοιωταρχοτ 



842. 

30 σφαγὴν. ἐξεργασάμενοι καταλύσαντες τὴν παροῦσαν 

35 

10 

15 

20 

πολιτείαν κατέστησαν δημοκρατίαν, καὶ τῶν πο- 

λιτῶν τινας ὀλίγους φυγάδας ἐποίησαν. ἡ μὲν οὖν 

ἐπανάστασις ἡ περὶ τὴν Ῥόδον τοῦτο τὸ τέλος ἔλα- 

βεν. Βοιωτοὶ δὲ καὶ Φωκεῖς τούτου τοῦ θέρους εἰς 
ΕΘΝ, , 2 2 Η a. τι, στρ 
πόλεμον κατέστησαν. ἐγένοντο δὲ τῆς ἔχθρας αὐτοῖς 

[αἸἴτιοι μάλιστα τῶν ἐν ταῖς Θήβαις τινές: οὐ γὰρ πολλοῖς 

[ἔτεσιν πρότερον ἔτυχον εἰς στασιασμὸν οἱ Βοιωτοὶ 

προελθόντες. εἶχεν δὲ τὰ πράγματα τότε Kalra] τὴν 

Βοιωτίαν οὕτως" ἦσαν καθεστηκυῖαι βουλαὶ τό- 

Col. xii. 

ve Le ΄ “ , δὰ , a τε τέτταϊρες map ἑκάστῃ τῶν πόλεων, ὧν οὐχ ἅπασι 

τοῖς πολίταις ἐξῆ]ν μετέχειν ἀλλὰ] τοῖς κεκ[τημένοις 

πλῆθός τι χρημάτων, τούτων δὲ τῶν βουλῶϊν κατὰ 
2 « 4 7 \ 4 

μέρος ἑκάσίτη προκ]αθημένη Kai προβουλεύϊσασα 
\ - , TERS, ? \ A 4 

περὶ τῶν πραγμάτων εἰσέφερεν εἰς τὰς τρεῖς, O τι 

δ᾽ ἔδοξεν ἐΐν] ἁπάσαις τοῦτο κύριον ἐγίγνετο. καὶ τὰ μὲν 

ἴδια διετέλουν οὕτω διοικούμενοι, τὸ δὲ τῶϊν Βοι- 

ωὠτῶν τοῦτον ἣν τὸν τρόπον συντεταγμένον. [καθ᾽ ἕν- 
7 “~ 

δεκα μέρη διήρηντο πάντες of τὴν χώραν oikodriTes, 
\ , La 4 7 4 ὯΝ καὶ τούτων ἕκαστον ἕνα παρείχετο Βοιωτάρχην [ade 

Θηβαῖοι μὲν τέτταρας (σγυνεβάλλοντο, δύο μὲν ὑπὲρ τῆς 

πόλεως, δύο δὲ ὑπὲρ Πλαταιέων καὶ Σ᾽ κώλου καὶ ᾿Ερἰυ]θρῶϊν 

καὶ Σκαφῶν καὶ τῶν ἄλλων χωρίων τῶν πρότερον 

μὲν ἐκείνοις συμπολιτευομένων τότε δὲ συντε- 

λούντων εἰς Tas Θήβας. δύο δὲ παρείχοντο Βοιωτάρχας 

᾿Ορχομένιοι καὶ Ὑσιαῖοι, δύο δὲ Θεσπιεῖς σὺν Εὐτρήσει 

καὶ Θίσβαις, ἕνα δὲ Ταναγραῖοι, καὶ πάλιν ἕτερον Ἁλιάρ- 

τιοι καὶ Λεβαδεῖς καὶ Κορωνεῖς, ὃν ἔπεμπε κατὰ μέ- 

ρος ἑκάστη τῶν πόλεων, τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον ἐ- 

βάδιζεν ἐξ ‘Axpardviov καὶ Κωπῶν καὶ Χαιρωνείας. 

οὕτω μὲν οὖν ἔφερε τὰ μέρη τοὺς ἄρχοντας: παρείχε- 

το δὲ καὶ βουλευτὰς ἑξήκοντα κατὰ τὸν Βοιωτάρχην, 
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ΧΙ ἢ 

2 

Plate V. 

3 

4 
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καιτουτοισαυτοιτακαθημερανανηλισκονεπετετα 

κτοδεκαιστρατιαεκαστωμερειπεριχιλιουσμεν 
λ 

25. οπλειτασϊππεασδεεκατοναπωσδεδηλωσαικατα 

τοναρχοντακαιτωνκοινωναπελανυονκαιτασεῖ. Ἰσῴο 

ρασεποιουντοκαιδικασεπεμπονκαιμετειχοναπαν 

τωνομοιωσκαιτωνκακωνκαιτωναγαθωντομεν 

ουνεθνοσολονουτωσεπολειτευετοκαιτασυνεδρια 

30 καιτακοινατωνβοιωτωνεντηκαδμειασυνεκα 

θιζενενδεταισθηβαισετυχονοιβελτιστοικαιγνω 

ριμωτατοιτωνπολειτωνωσπερκαιπροτερονειρὴ 

καστασιαζοντεσπροσαλληλουσηγουντοδετουμε 

ρουστουμενϊὶσμηνιασκα  .Ἰαντιθεοσκαιανδροκλησ 

35 τουδελεοντιαδησκαιασιασκαικορρανταδασεῴρο 

νουνδετωνπολειτευομενωνοιμενπεριτονλεοντι 

αδηνταλακεδαιμονιων] .]Ἰἰδεπεριτονϊσμηνιαν 

αιτιανμενειχοναττικιζεινεξωνπροθυμοιπροσ 

τονδημονεγενοντοωσεφυγονουμηνεῴρον 

Col. xiii (=D Col. iii). 

lib orn ὁ Ἰγαΐ. .Ἰθηναιωναλλειχί. « 2... ee νων 

lb ooo Ilo Gb sacs Ἰεσχονεπειτουΐ Do ΤΟΤΕ o-olns oO 

lb cea loo o walle ἡρουντομαλλί προ ποῦ 

[- - - - -JerkakworroveveToipovod|........+. 

5 [. «Ἰζεινδιακεζ Ἱμενωνδετωνενΐ. «. «νον 

[-Ἰαιτησεταιρειασεκατῖί. .jacioy[......... |ra 

[. - -JonAOovrroAAotkatT@vervTato]..... 2... Ja 

[. -ἰνβοιωτιανκα Ἰμετε[. Ἰχονεκί. « «..«.ὐν νὸν ] 

[- - (ωνεκεινοισεδυναντοδετῖ. .. 6.6.40. ] 

10 [. . .jpwmporepovoire|.|uroviopnf...... 29 all? 

[. - Προκλειδηνκαιπαραυτοιστοί. .. . . « «. Jae 

[. . -|rnBol. ητωνβοιωτωνεμπρί. . .. . « -. Ἰπρο 

[. « εἸνοιπ[.]Ἰριτοναστιανκαιλεοντῖ. . . .« .«. «ον J 

[. - νασυχνονκαιτηνπολινδιαπῖ. «. .««.. Ἰχον 

15. [. .ἰεγαρπολεμουντεσοιλακεδαιμῖ. . ... ... Ja 
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‘ 7 > \ bY 2 ΓΑ ΘΎΩΝ 2 , καὶ τούτοις αὐτοὶ τὰ καθ᾽ ἡμέραν ἀνήλισκον. ἐπετέτα- 

κτο δὲ καὶ στρατιὰ ἑκάστῳ μέρει περὶ χιλίους μὲν ρ Ὁ μέρει περὶ x μ 
ὁπλίτας ἱππέας δὲ ἑκατόν: ἁπλῶς δὲ δηλῶσαι κατὰ 

τὸν ἄρχοντα καὶ τῶν κοινῶν ἀπέλαυον καὶ τὰς εἰ ἤσφο- 

pas ἐποιοῦντο καὶ δικασ(τὰφ) ἔπεμπον καὶ μετεῖχον ἁπάν- 

Tov ὁμοίως καὶ τῶν κακῶν καὶ τῶν ἀγαθῶν. τὸ μὲν 

οὖν ἔθνος ὅλον οὕτως ἐπολιτεύετο, καὶ τὰ συνέδρια 

{και} τὰ κοινὰ τῶν Βοιωτῶν ἐν τῇ Καδμείᾳ συνεκά- 

θιζεν. ἐν δὲ ταῖς Θήβαις ἔτυχον οἱ βέλτιστοι καὶ γνω- XIL. 1 

ριμώτατοι τῶν πολιτῶν, ὥσπερ Kal πρότερον εἴρη- 

κα, στασιάζοντες πρὸς ἀλλήλους. ἡγοῦντο δὲ τοῦ μέ- 

ρους τοῦ μὲν ᾿Ισμηνίας κα[ὶ ‘Avrideos καὶ ᾿Ανδροκλ(είδα)ς 

τοῦ δὲ Λεοντιάδης καὶ ᾿Ασίας καὶ Κορραντάδας, ἐφρό- 

νουν δὲ τῶν πολιτευομένων οἱ μὲν περὶ τὸν Δεοντι- 

ἄδην τὰ “Λακεδαιμονίων, [ο]ὲ δὲ περὶ τὸν ᾿Ισμηνίαν 

αἰτίαν μὲν εἶχον ᾿Αἀττικίζειν ἐξ ὧν πρόθυμοι πρὸς 

τὸν δῆμον ἐγένοντο ὡς ἔφυγζε)ν᾽ οὐ μὴν ἐφρόν- 

Col. xiii. 

[rigor] τῶ[ν ᾿ΑἸθηναίων, adr’ efy[ov........-. 
fiers teslie Wau, - «s|ECXOM. ἐπεὶ TOUS... 9. . 5 

[......].. + πρ[οῃ]ροῦντο paddfov......---- 

[.- +. Jes κακῶς ποιεῖν ἑτοίμους a[...... Arr 

[κῆζειν. Siake[iJuévov δὲ τῶν ἐν [Θήβαις οὕτως 2 

[κ]αὶ τῆς ἑταιρείας ἑκατ[έρ]ας ἰσχίυούσης, ἔπειτα 

[πρ]οῆλθον πολλοὶ καὶ τῶν ἐν ταῖς [πόλεσι κατ]ὰ 

[τὴ]ν Βοιωτίαν Kali] μετέ[σ]χον ἑκατέρου τῶν] 

[μερ]ῶν ἐκείνοις. ἐδύναντο δὲ τότε μὲν καὶ] 

[μικἸρῷ πρότερον οἱ πε[ρ]ὶ τὸν ᾿Ισμηϊνίαν καὶ τὸν 

[ἀνδ)]ροκλείδαν καὶ παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς roils Θηβαίοις κἸαὶ 

[παρὰ] τῇ βο[υλ]ῇ τῶν Βοιωτῶν, ἔμπρίοσθεν δὲ] προ- 

[εἴχο]ν of π[ε]ρὲ τὸν “Ac{r}iav καὶ Λεοντί[ιάδην χρόνον] 

[rive συχνὸν καὶ τὴν πόλιν διὰ m....... οἾχον. 

[ὅτ]ε γὰρ πολεμοῦντες οἱ Λακεδαιμ[όνιοι τοῖς] ‘A- 3 
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[. - JaowrevSexeAeradierperBoveac . .[. .] . [.] . τί ]ν 

ᾳ[Ἰτωνσυμμαχωνπολυσυνειχονουτοιμί[.Ἰ]λ 

λονεδυναστευοντωνετερωναμαμεντωπλ .Ἰσι 

ονειναιτουσλακεῖ.Ἰαιμον[ Ἰουσαμαδετωπολλᾳί.Ἰην 

πολινευεργετεΐ.Ἰσθαιδιαυτωνεπὶ. .-. -« «Ὁ jOn 

βαιοιπολυπροσευδαιμονιανολοκλί. .. . - -. ju 

θεωσωσοπολεμοστοισαθηναιοισΐ. .. . . .. «Ὁ ] 

τοισλακεδαιμονιοισαρξαμενωνγαραπί. . . jew 

τωναθηναιωντηβοιωτιασυνωκισθησανΐ. .Jrav 

τασοιτεξερυθρωνκαισκαφωνκαισκωλουκαΐ. .|Ac 

δοσκαισχοινουκαιποτνιων καιπολλωνετερῶντοι 

ουτωνχωριωνατειχοσουκεχονταδιπλασιασεποι 

ησεντασθηβασουμηναλλαπολυγεβελτειονετιτη 

πολινπραξαισυνεπεσενωστηνδεκελειανεπετει 

χισαντοισαθηναιοισμετατωνλακεδαιμΐ. . «ων 

τατεγαρανδραποδακαιταλοιπαπαντΐί. - . - - « -Ἱν 

πολεμοναλισκομεναμικρουτινΐ. 1. . lumap 

ἐελαμβανονκαιτηνεκτησαττικηΐ. .Ἰατα.Ἰκευη 

ατεπροσχωροικατοικουντεσαπασανμετεκομι 

σανωσαυτουσαποτων ξυλωνκαιτουκεραμουτου 

_ τωνοικιωναρξαμενοιτοτεδετωναθηναιωνὴ 

χωραπολυτελεστατατησελλαδοσκατεσκευαστο 

επεπονθειγαρμεικρακακωσενταισεμβολαισ 

ταισεμπροσθενῦποτωνλακεδαιμονιωνύποδετω 

αθηναιωνουτωσεξησκητοκαιδιεπεπονητοκα 

Col. xiv (=D Col. iv). 

(ove ¢ SIPBONG DEO nemen eter uate ae Ἰδενπαραυτοισεπαΐ. .| 

Loa OuGs o oS deo obags Ἰκοδομημενασηπα 

[- Ὁ. ἡισαλλοισι: προ ant heels IL ιτοσγαραυτωναπα 

loo WAIMMGHIs oo og acc anes ]. ελαμβανονειστουΪϊ .] 

[- « - Ἰυσαγρουσαί. -.- - ---- ... ἡυνπραγματατακατί .] 

[. ἐδ τος oes ORO τὶν οΤο Ord Ἰουτωσοιδεπεριτοναί .] 

δροκλειθαν καὶ τ᾿ Ὁ Ἰσπουδαζονεκπολε 
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’ 2 4 ca Ν col 

[θην]αίοις ἐν Δεκελείᾳ διέτριβον καὶ o..[..].[.]. τίῶ]ν 

αἰὑτῶν συμμάχων πολὺ συνεῖχον, οὗτοι μ[]λ- 
2 4 “ ys ida X\ “A we 

λον ἐδυνάστευον τῶν ἑτέρων ἅμα μὲν TO πλ[η]σί- 

ον εἶναι τοὺς Λακε[δ]αιμον[ί]ους, ἅμα δὲ τῷ πολλὰ [τ]ὴν 

πόλιν εὐεργετείϊἾσθαι .δ’ αὐτῶν. ἐπίέδοσαν δὲ of] Θη- 

Bator πολὺ πρὸς εὐδαιμονίαν ὁλόκλ[ηρον εἸύ- 

θέως ὡς ὁ πόλεμος τοῖς ᾿Αθηναίοις [ἐνέστη καὶ 

τοῖς Λακεδαιμονίοις: ἀρξαμένων yap ἀπίειλ]εῖν 

τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων τῇ Βοιωτίᾳ συνῳκίσθησαν [εἰς αὐ- 
᾽ lod ~ 

τὰς of τ᾽ ἐξ ᾿Ερυθρῶν καὶ Σκαφῶν καὶ Σ᾿ κώλου καὶ Αὐ)λέ 

dos καὶ Σ᾽ χοίνου καὶ Ποτνιῶν καὶ πολλῶν ἑτέρων τοι- 
A 4 ἃ Ge > Ψ ’ 2 ’ ούτων χωρίων ἃ τεῖχος οὐκ ἔχοντα διπλασίας ἐποί- 

noev τὰς Θήβας. οὐ μὴν ἀλλὰ πολύ γε βέλτιον ἔτι τὴν 4 
va ~ ἊΣ © Ν , 2 7 πόλιν πρᾶξαι συνέπεσεν ὡς τὴν Δεκέλειαν ἐπετεί- 

χίισαν τοῖς ᾿Αθηναίοις μετὰ τῶν Δακεδαιμ[ονί]ων" 

τά τε γὰρ ἀνδράποδα καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ πάντα (τὰ) κατὰ τὸν 

πόλεμον ἁλισκόμενα μικροῦ τινος ἀργυρίο]ν παρ- 
΄σ ᾽ “- 

ἐλάμβανον, καὶ τὴν ἐκ τῆς ᾿ἀττικῆ[ς κἸ]ατα[σἸκευὴν 

ἅτε πρόσχωροι κατοικοῦντες ἅπασαν μετεκόμι- 
£ « - > Ν ~ JA Ν ~ 4 ~ σαν ws αὑτούς, ἀπὸ τῶν ξύλων Kal τοῦ κεράμου τοῦ 

“-“ 2 “ ᾽ 4 + X “ > 7 « 

τῶν οἰκιῶν ἀρξάμενοι. τότε δὲ τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων ἡ 5 

χώρα πολυτελέστατα τῆς ᾿Ελλάδος κατεσκεύαστο" 
> , 4 Η͂ A ᾽ a 3 = 
ἐπεπόνθει yap μικρὰ κακῶς ἐν ταῖς ἐμβολαῖς 

ταῖς ἔμπροσθεν ὑπὸ τῶν Λακεδαιμονίων, ὑπὸ δὲ τῶν 
> 

“Αθηναίων οὕτως ἐξήσκητο καὶ διεπεπόνητο Ka- 

Col. xiv. 

[θ᾽ ὑπε]ρβολὴν .[... ....... δὲν map’ αὐτοῖς ἐπαΐ. .] 

[.... oliknoes.,......... φἸκοδομημένας ἢ “πα- 

[ρὰ τοὴ]ϊς ἄλλοις [.........+...] γὰρ αὐτῶν απα- 

[- « «ἦν “Ελλην. .«...ὐν νον νιν ἦν ἐλάμβανον εἰς τοὺϊς] 

[...-Jus ἀγροὺς af...... τὰ μὲν οὖν πράγματα τὰ κατίὰ) 

[τὰ]ς Θήβας καὶ τὴν Βοιωτίαν εἶχεν] οὕτως. οἱ δὲ περὶ τὸν ᾿4{ν]- XIII. 1 

δροκλείδαν κα[ὶ τὸν ᾿Ισμηνίαν ἐσπούδαζον ἐκπολε- 
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pooatrocOvoo[........... Πιμονιουσβουλομενοι 

Hevkatadvoai7|.......... .|vivapndiapbapoor— 

ὑπεκεινωνδιαΐ. .. +...» « Πιῤοντασοιομενοιδὲε 

ραδιωστουτοπρί. . . . . - - - -[μβανοντεσβασιλ[.]α 

Xpnparan|.jpeE...... . ἡπαρατουβαρβαρουπί.]μ 

φθεισεπηγγελλετοί. . . . . . Ἰσκαιτουσαργειουΐ.Ἶκ΄ 

τουσαῖ. «Ἰναιουσμεθεΐ. . . .. . πολεμουτουτουσγὰρ 

ekOpovoToicAvakedaip|. .. . . ἡντασαυτοισσυνπαρε 

[- -ἰενασετουσπολειτασῖ. .Ἰανοηθεντεσδεταυτα 

περιτωνπραγματωνενομιζοναπομεντουῴφα 

νερουχαλεπωσεχεινεπιτιθεσθαιτουτοισουδεποτε 

γαρουτεθηβαιουσουτετουσαλλουσβοιωτουσπεισθη 

σεσθαιπολεμεινλακεδαιμονιοισαρχουσιτησελλα 

δοσεπιχιρουντεσὶ Ἰεδιαταυτηστησαπατησπροαγει" 

εἰστονπολεμοναυτουσανεπεισανανδραστινασῴω 

κεωνεμβαλεινειστηνλοκρωντωνεσπεριωνκα 

λουμενωνοισεγενετοτησεκθρασαιτιατοιαυτὴ 

εστιτοισεθνεσιντουτοισαμφισβητησιμοσχωραπε 

ριτονπαρνασσονπερί.Ἰησκαιπροτερονποτεπέπολε 

μηκασινηνπολλακισεπινεμουσινεκατεροιτωντε 

φωκεωνκαιτωνλοκρωνοποτεροιδαντυχωσιναισθο 

μενοιποτεετερουσσυνλεγεντεσπολλοιδιαρπαζουσι 

ταπροβαταπροτερονμενουνπολλωντοιουτωναῴφε 

κατερωνγεινομενωναειμεταδικησταπολλακαιλο 

γωνδιελυοντοπροσαλληλουστοτεδετωνλοκρω 

ανθαρπασαντωνανθωναπεβαλονπροβατωνευ 

θυσοιφωκεῖ Ἰσπαροξυνοντωναυτουσεκεινωντων 

ανδρωνοΐ. . . Ἱπεριτονανδροκλειδανκαιτονϊσμη 

νιανπαρεσκευασανειστηνλοκριδαμετατῶνο 

πλωνενεβαλονοιδελοκροιδηουμενηστησχωρασ 

πεμψαντεσπρεσβεισεισβοιωτουσκατηγοριανε 

ποῖ Ἰυντοτων φ].Ἰκεωνκαιβοηθεινεκεινουσαυτοισ 

[- -- ἡυνδιακειν[.Ἰαιδεπροσαυτουσαειποτεφιλιωσ 
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μῶσαι τὸ ἔθνος [πρὸς τοὺς Λακεδαιμονίους, βουλόμενοι 

μὲν καταλῦσαι τὴν ἀρχὴν αὐτῶ]ν ἵνα μὴ διαφθαρῶσιν 

ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνων διὰ [τοὺς “ΔακωνἸζοντας, οἰόμενοι δὲ 

ῥᾳδίως τοῦτο πράξειν ὑπολαμβάνοντες βασιλ[έ]α 

χρήματα π[α]ρέξεϊιν, καθ᾿ ἃ ὁ] παρὰ τοῦ βαρβάρου πἰε]μ- 

φθεὶς ἐπηγγέλλετο, (τοὺς de) [Κορινθίου)ς καὶ τοὺς ᾿Αργείου[ς] καὶ 

τοὺς ‘A[Onlvaiovs μεθέξειν τοῦ] πολέμου, τούτους γὰρ 

ἐχθροὺς τοῖς Λακεδαιμονίοις ὄϊντας αὐτοῖς συμπαρ(α)- 

[oxlevdoe(tv) τοὺς πολίτας. [δι]ανοηθέντες δὲ ταῦτα 2 
A ~ , D2, 2 Ν ἈΝ -~ περὶ τῶν πραγμάτων ἐνόμιζον ἀπὸ μὲν τοῦ φα- 
~ ~ » 2 4 4 > QF νεροῦ χαλεπῶς ἔχειν ἐπιτίθεσθαι τούτοις, οὐδέποτε 

γὰρ οὔτε Θηβαίους οὔτε τοὺς ἄλλους Βοιωτοὺς πεισθή- 

σεσθαι πολεμεῖν Λακεδαιμονίοις ἄρχουσι τῆς ᾿Ελλά- 

δος. ἐπιχειροῦντες [dle διὰ ταύτης τῆς ἀπάτης προάγειν 
> Ν , > ’ > Ta wv x εἰς τὸν πόλεμον αὐτούς, ἀνέπεισαν ἄνδρας τινὰς Φω- 

κέων ἐμβαλεῖν εἰς τὴν Λοκρῶν τῶν ᾿Εσπερίων κα- 

λουμένων, οἷς ἐγένετο τῆς ἔχθρας αἰτία τοιαύτη" 
» ϑο BA + 3 fa 4 ἔστι τοῖς ἔθνεσιν τούτοις ἀμφισβητήσιμος χώρα πε- 3 

Ν Ἂς la Ν ΗΝ Ν Ὡν va 

pt τὸν Παρνασσόν, περὶ] ἧς καὶ πρότερόν ποτε πεπολε- 

μήκασιν, ἣν πολλάκις ἐπινέμουσιν ἑκάτεροι τῶν τε 

Φωκέων καὶ τῶν Λοκρῶν, ὁπότεροι δ᾽ ἂν τύχωσιν αἰσθό- 

pevot ποτε (τοὺς) ἑτέρους συλλεγέντες πολλοὶ διαρπάζουσι 

τὰ πρόβατα. πρότερον μὲν οὖν πολλῶν τοιούτων ap ἑ- 

κατέρων γιγνομένων ἀεὶ μετὰ δίκης τὰ πολλὰ καὶ λό- 

yov διελύοντο πρὸς ἀλλήλους, τότε δὲ τῶν Λοκρῶν 

ἀνθαρπασάντων ἀνθ᾽ ὧν ἀπέβαλον προβάτων εὐ- 

θὺς οἱ Paxeli]s, παροξυνόντων αὐτοὺς ἐκείνων τῶν ? ρ 

ἀνδρῶν ο[ὺς of] περὶ τὸν ᾿ἀνδροκλείδαν καὶ τὸν ᾿Ισμη- 
’ ἤ > Ν ’΄ BS a a νίαν παρεσκεύασαν, εἰς THY Λοκρίδα μετὰ τῶν ὅ- 

πλων ἐνέβαλον. οἱ δὲ Λοκροὶ δῃουμένης τῆς χώρας 4 
2, ca > δ᾿ ‘4 2 πέμψαντες πρέσβεις εἰς Βοιωτοὺς κατηγορίαν ἐ- 

πο[ζιοϊῦντο τῶν Φ[ωἸκέων, καὶ βοηθειν ἐκείνους αὑτοῖς 

[ἠξίο]υν: διάκειν[τ]αι δέ πρὸς αὐτοὺς ἀεί ποτε φιλίως. 
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Col. xv (=D Col. v). 

[. - ασαντεσδετονκαιρονασμῖ. .. . +--+. eee eee 

[- «Ὁ. ἡμηνιανκαιτονανδροκλεῖ. ...- +e eee eee 

[. -ωτουσβοηθειντοισλοκροισφαΐ. . ἘΠ ἘΡΥΤ ΤΣ 

[-ἰἸωναυτοιστωνεκτωνθη βωντῖ. - . .«....«ν δῆς Me 

[Ἰαλινανεχωρησανπρεσβεισδῖ 1... [- ««.... ποτ ς 

τεσπροσλακεδαιμονιουση ξιουνεκί. - « «τ 

πεινβοιωτοισειστηναυτωνβαδιζΐ. . .. «.««. τὰ 

λεγειναυτουσνομισαντεσαπισταΐ. . - -. «τ 

ω 

ovkel]. ]ντουσβοιωτουσπολεμονεκΐ. - « - - 2-2 +e. 

φωκεασαλλειτιαδικεισθαινομιζουσῖ. . . 

. . βανεινπαραυτωνεντοισσυμμαχοισί. . . 

pogvvovTmvavTovaT@vKalTynvan[.......- 

γματαταυτασυστησαντωντουσμενΐ. . 1... +. 

τωνλακεδαιμονιωναπρακτουσαπεστεῖ. . 2... +s 

ταοπλαλαβοντεσεβαδεϊ.Ἰζονεπιτουσφωκεΐ. .... - . 

AovreadediaTaxewveroTnvgoxkidakai. . . .]η 

σαντεστηντετωνπαραποταμιωνχωρανκαιδαυ 

λιωνκαιφανοτεωνεπεχειρησανταισπολεσιπροσβαὰλ 

λεινκαιδαυλιαμενπροσελθοντεσαπεχωρησαναυθισ 

ουδενποιησαντεσαλλακαιπληγασολιγασλαβοντεσ 

φανοτεωνδετοπροαστιονκατακρατοσειλονδια 

πραξαμενοιδεταυταπροηλθονειστηνφωκιδακα 

ταδραμοντεσδεμεροστιτουπεδιουπεριτηνελα 

τειανκαιτουσπεδιεασκαιτουσταυτηκατοικουν 

τασαπηεσανποιουμενωνδετηναποχωρησιν 

αὐυτωνπροσπαρυηνπολινεδοξεναυτοισαποπειρα 

σθαιτησπολεωσεστιδετοχωριονεπεικωσὶσχυρονπροσ 

βαλοντεσδετοιστειχεσικαιπροθυμιασουδενελλι 

ποντεσαλλομενουδενεπραξαναποβαλοντεσδε 

τωνστρατιωτωνωσογδοηκονταπαλινανεχωρη 

σανβοιωτοιμενοῖ Ἰντοσαυτακακαποιησαντεσί.Ἴουσ 
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Col. xv. 

[ἁρπ]άσαντες δὲ τὸν καιρὸν ἀσμ[ενέστατα of περὶ 

[τὸν ᾿ΙσἹμηνίαν καὶ τὸν ᾿ἀνδροκλε[ίδαν ἔπεισαν τοὺς 

[Βοι]ωτοὺς βοηθεῖν τοῖς Λοκροῖς. Φαϊκεῖς δέ, ἀγγελθέν- 

[των αὐτοῖς τῶν ἐκ τῶν Θηβῶν τίότε μὲν ἐκ τῆς Λοκρίδος 

5 [π]άλιν ἀνεχώρησαν, πρέσβεις δὲ] ..[....... πέμψαν- 
Ν 7 ) 7 2 7 3 

τες πρὸς Λακεδαιμονίους ἠξίουν ἐκείνους ἀπει- 

πεῖν Βοιωτοῖς εἰς τὴν αὑτῶν βαδίζειν. of δὲ καίπερ 

λέγειν αὐτοὺς νομίσαντες ἄπιστα ὅμως πέμψαντες 

οὐκ εἴων τοὺς Βοιωτοὺς πόλεμον ἐκφέρειν ἐπὶ τοὺς 

10 Φωκέας, ἀλλ᾽ εἴ τι ἀδικεῖσθαι νομίῤουσίι δίκην λαμ- 
, ᾽ Ἦν δῖα ᾽ a ΄ De ε , 

βάνειν παρ᾽ αὐτῶν ἐν τοῖς συμμάχοις [ἐκέλευον. οἱ δέ, πα- 

ροξυνόντων αὐτοὺς τῶν καὶ τὴν ἀπίάτην καὶ τὰ πρά- 

γματα ταῦτα συστησάντων, τοὺς μὲν [πρέσβεις τοὺς 
“ 7 2 ΄ 2 4 > Ν Ν 

τῶν Λακεδαιμονίων ἀπράκτους ἀπέστεϊιλαν, αὐτοὶ δὲ 

15 τὰ ὅπλα λαβόντες ἐβάδ᾽ιϊζον ἐπὶ τοὺς Paxéas. ἐμβα]- 

λόντες δὲ διὰ ταχέων εἰς τὴν Φωκίδα καὶ [πορθ]ή- 

σαντες τήν τε τῶν Παραποταμίων χώραν καὶ Aav- 

λίων καὶ Φανοτέων ἐπεχείρησαν ταῖς πόλεσι προσβάλ- 

News καὶ Δαυλίᾳ μὲν προσελθόντες ἀπεχώρησαν αὖθις 

20 οὐδὲν ποιήσαντες, ἀλλὰ καὶ πληγὰς ὀλίγας λαβόντες, 

Φανοτέων δὲ τὸ προάστιον κατὰ κράτος εἷλον. δια- 

πραξάμενοι δὲ ταῦτα προῆλθον εἰς τὴν Φωκίδα, κα- 

ταδραμόντες δὲ μέρος τι τοῦ πεδίου περὶ τὴν ᾿Ελά- 
4 AY 2, Ν Ν ya ~ τειαν Kal τοὺς Πεδιέας καὶ τοὺς ταύτῃ κατοικοῦν- 

, 

25 Tas ἀπήεσαν. ποιουμένων δὲ τὴν ἀποχώρησιν 

αὐτῶν {mpos} map Ὑ(άμγπολιν ἔδοξεν αὐτοῖς ἀποπειρᾶ- 

σθαι τῆς πόλεως: ἔστι δὲ τὸ χωρίον ἐπ(ιδεικῶς ἰσχυρόν. προσ- 

βαλόντες δὲ τοῖς τείχεσι καὶ προθυμίας οὐδὲν ἐλλι- 

πόντες ἄλλο μὲν οὐδὲν ἔπραξαν, ἀποβαλόντες δὲ 

30 τῶν στρατιωτῶν ὡς ὀγδοήκοντα πάλιν ἀνεχώρη- 
‘ A * ~ A 4 ‘ σαν. Βοιωτοὶ μὲν ofd|y τοσαῦτα κακὰ ποιήσαντες [τ]οὺς 

N 2 

179 
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poke. Ἰσαπηλθονειστηνεαυτων κονωνδεπαρειλη 

7 φοτοσηδηχειρικρατουστασναυσταστωνλακεδαι 

38 

ΙΟ 

15 

20 

μονιωνκαιτωνσυμμαχωνοσαφικετοναυαρχοσδια 

δοχοστωπολλιδισυνπληρωσασεικοσιτωντριηρων 

αναγομενοσεκτησροδουκατεπλευσενεισκαυνον 

βουλομενοσδεσυμμειξαιτωφαρναβαζωκα Ἰτω 

τιθραυστηκαιχρηματαλαβεινανεβαινενεκτησ 

καυνουπροσαυτουσετυγχανεδετοισστρατιω 

Col. xvi (=D Col. vi). 

ταισκατατουτοντονχρονονπροσοφειλομε 

ε 

νοσμισθοσπολλωνμηνωνμισθοδοτῖ. ντογαρυ 

ποτωνστρατηγωνκακωσοποιεινεβΐ. (Ἰεστινα 

εἰτοισπολεμουσιὑπερβασιλεωσεπεΐ. . .|TATOV 

δεκελεικονπολεμονοποτεσυμμί. . . λακεδαι 

μονιοιησανκομιδηφαυλωσκαιγλισχί. «Ἰσπαρει 

χοντοχρηματακαιπολλακισανκατί ἡλυθησαν 

αιτωνσυμμαχωντρϊ .Ἰηρεισειμηδιατηνκυρου 

προθυμιαντουτωνδεβασιλευσαιτιοσεστιοσ 

εἐπειδανενστησηταιπολεμονκαταπεμψασ 

καταρχασολιγαχρηματατοισαρχουσινολιγωρει 

τονεπιλοιπονχρονονοιδετοισπραγμασινε 

φεστωτεσουκεχοντεσαναλισκεινεκτωνΐδι 

ὠνπεῖ. . . -σινενιοτεκαταλυομεν[ Ἰστασαυτω 

[- --- Πεισταυταμενουνουτωσσυμβαινειν 

εἰωθετιθραυστησδεπαραγενομενουτουκο 

νωνοσωσαυτονκαιλεγοντοσοτικινδυνευσεισυν 

τριβηναιταπραγματαδιαχρηματωνενδεια-" 

οἰστουσῦὐπερβασιλεωσπολεμουντασουκευλο 

γωσεχειναπαγορευϊ. Ἰιναποστελλειτιναστωνμε 

θαυτουβαρβαρωνϊναμισθονδωσιτοισστρατιω 

ταισεχοντασαργυριουταλανταδιακοσιακαίει 

κοσιεληφθηδετουτοαργυριονεκτησουσιαστησ 

τισσαφερνουστιθραυστησμενουνετιπεριμει 



842. THEOPOMPUS (OR CRATIPPUS), HELLENICA 181 

Φωκέα)ς ἀπῆλθον εἰς τὴν ἑαυτῶν. Κόνων δέ, παρειλη- XIV. 1 

φότος ἤδη Xeipixpdrovs τὰς ναῦς ras τῶν Aaxeda- 
΄ Ν ~ 2 ἃ ᾽ 7 4 ΄ μονίων καὶ τῶν συμμάχων, ὃς ἀφίκετο ναύαρχος διά- 

δοχος τῷ Πόλλιδι, συμπληρώσας εἴκοσι τῶν τριήρων Ἢ ὙΠ np 
3 7 3 ~ ε ’ ᾽ > -~ ἀναγόμενος ἐκ τῆς “Ρόδου κατέπλευσεν εἰς Καῦνον" 

΄, X A a ΄ ν A βουλόμενος δὲ συμμεῖξαι τῷ Φαρναβάζῳ καἰὴ τῷ 

Τιθραύστῃ καὶ ἥματα λαβεῖν ἀνέβαινεν ἐκ τῆς ραύστῃ ρήμ ῆ 
Καύνου πρὸς αὐτούς. ἐτύγχανε δὲ τοῖς στρατιώ- 2 

Col. xvi. 

Tals κατὰ τοῦτον τὸν χρόνον προσοφειλόμε- 

vos μισθὸς πολλῶν μηνῶν: ἐμισθοδοτ[οὔ]ντο γὰρ ὑ- 

πὸ τῶν στρατηγῶν κακῶς, ὃ ποιεῖν ἔθος] ἐστὶν ἀ- 

el τοῖς πολεμοῦσιν ὑπὲρ βασιλέως, ἐπεὶ (καὶ) κα]τὰ τὸν 

Δεκελεικὸν πόλεμον, ὁπότε σύμμ[αχοι] Aaxedat- 
la s a 2 Ν ᾽ 7 

μόνιοι ἦσαν, κομιδῇ φαύλως καὶ γλίσχ[ρω]ς παρεί- 

XovTo χρήματα, καὶ πολλάκις ἂν κατ[ε]λύθησαν 

αἱ τῶν συμμάχων τρ[]ήρεις εἰ μὴ διὰ τὴν Κύρου 

προθυμίαν. τούτων δὲ βασιλεὺς αἴτιός ἐστιν, ὃς 
2 x 3 , , vA ἐπειδὰν ἐνστήσηται πόλεμον καταπέμψας 

kar’ ἀρχὰς ὀλίγα χρήματα τοῖς ἄρχουσιν ὀλιγωρεῖ 

τὸν ἐπίλοιπον χρόνον, οἱ δὲ τοῖς πράγμασιν ἐ- 

φεστῶτες οὐκ ἔχοντες ἀναλίσκειν ἐκ τῶν ἰδί- 

wv πε[ριορῶ)σιν ἐνίοτε καταλυομένα]ς τὰς αὑτῶν 

[δυνάμ]εις. ταῦτα μὲν οὖν οὕτως συμβαίνειν 3 

εἴωθε, Τιθραύστης δέ, παραγενομένου τοῦ Κό- 
© Sa \ , a 2 vovos ὡς αὐτὸν καὶ λέγοντος ὅτι κινδυνεύσει συν- 

τριβῆναι τὰ πράγματα διὰ χρημάτων ἔνδειαν 

οἷς τοὺς ὑπὲρ βασιλέως πολεμοῦντας οὐκ εὐλό- 
y » ἢ ᾿ , \ A 

yos ἔχειν ἀπαγορεύε]ιν, ἀποστέλλει τινὰς TOY με- 

θ᾽ αὑτοῦ βαρβάρων ἵνα μισθὸν δῶσι τοῖς στρατιώ- 
Ψ > 7 , , ‘ » ταις ἔχοντας ἀργυρίου τάλαντα διακόσια καὶ εἴς- 

κοσι' ἐλήφθη δὲ τοῦτο (τὸν ἀργύριον ἐκ τῆς οὐσίας τῆς 

Τισσαφέρνους. Τιθραύστης μὲν οὖν ἔτι περιμεί- 
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25 νασολιγονχρονονενταισσαρδεσινανεβαινεν 

ὡσβασιλεακαταστησασστρατηγουσεπιτωνπρα 

γματωναριαιονκαιπασιφερνηκαιπαραδουσαυτοισ 

εἰστονπολεμοντοκαταλειφθεναργυριονκαιχρυ 

σιονοφασιφανηναιπεριεπτακοσιαταλαντατων 

30 δεκυπριωνοιμετατουκονωνοσκαταπλευσαν 

τεσειστηνκαυνοναναπεισθεντεσουτωτινωπ. 

διαβαλλοντωνωσαυτοισμενουμελλουσινᾶαπο 

διδοναιτονμισθοντονοφειλομενονπαρασκευ 

αζονταιδεδιαλυσί. «Ἰσμονοντα[.Ἰσυπηρεσιαισ 

35 Καιτοισεπιβαταισχαλεπωσεφερονκαισυνελθοτ 

τεσεισεκκλησιανειλοντοστρα.Ἰηγοναυτων 

ανδρακαρπασεατογενοσκαιτοῖ. (ωφυλακην 

εδοσαντουσωματοσδυοσί. . .. . Ἰωτασαφεκαστησ 

Col. xvii (=D Col. vii). 

bite Sicreto Ὗ |rovkoveval...... Seo o.oo GO ] 

bo ooadooae . Jooervyxave.[...... ob ooo s'c ] 

Blbooccsogsade Ἱεραιεικατελί. ..... .vovor . [. . .] 

ΡΤ ΒΕ Ὶ te tome Ἰγετοπεριταΐ. . .]. ὠνκονωνδεσ΄. Ϊ. .] 

ι--- Ἰντωντΐί. « « 2. Ἰνσουκειαπιστευεῖ 

στε JekAL.Jof.... JeAAnvevadl.Jamav 

Mero ot oo Goo e π Ἰσκομιεισθαιταυτην 

το 1 πὴ RO Wo hs fc cs oo Ἰεφασκενβουλεσθαι 

[1 τ Ὺ Sbodoccaas Ἰοισοδεστρατηγοσοτω" 

Πύπῆ τ: Neel wears Ἰπροστοπληθοστοτων 

στρατιαΐ. . . «- Korg... «Ὁ Ἰειν[.]υδεσυνεξορμησαν 

τί Ἰσεπεί. . .. .Jevoper[. . . ἡτατασπυλασησανομεῖ 

15 κονωνΐ. - - «- Ἰετυχενηγῖί. “μενοσεξεληλυθειπροτε 

ροσεκτῖί. «Ἱτειχουστουδεαΐ. «Ἱρωπουτουκαρπασεωσωσ 

ηνεξι[νκατατασπυλασεπιλαμβανονταιτωνμεσ 

σηνια[.Ἰτινεστωνκονωνιπαρακολουθεινειω 
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25 vas ὀλίγον χρόνον ἐν ταῖς Σάρδεσιν ἀνέβαινεν 

30 

35 

10 

15 

ε ? 7 ‘ > Ν ~ 

ὡς βασιλέα, καταστήσας στρατηγοὺς ἐπὶ τῶν πρα- 

γμάτων ᾿Αἀριαῖον καὶ Πασιφέρνη, καὶ παραδοὺς αὐτοῖς 

εἰς τὸν πόλεμον τὸ καταλειφθὲν ἀργύριον καὶ χρυ- 
’, a = \ ε ᾽’ ’ “-“ 

σίον ὅ φασι φανῆναι περὶ ἑπτακόσια τάλαντα. τῶν 

δὲ Κυπρίων οἱ μετὰ τοῦ Κόνωνος καταπλεύσαν- 

τες εἰς τὴν Καῦνον, ἀναπεισθέντες {0} ὑ(πό) τινων 

διαβαλλόντων ὡς αὐτοῖς μὲν οὐ μέλλουσιν ἀπο- 

διδόναι τὸν μισθὸν τὸν ὀφειλόμενον, παρασκευ- 

ἄφονται δὲ διαλύσ[ει]ς μόνον tali|s ὑπηρεσίαις 

καὶ τοῖς ἐπιβάταις, χαλεπῶς ἔφερον, καὶ συνελθόν- 
> 2 ’, th A « ~ 

τες εἰς ἐκκλησίαν εἵλοντο στρα[τ]ηγὸν αὑτῶν 
4 Ν ia 4 

ἄνδρα Καρπασέα τὸ γένος, καὶ το[ύτ]ῳ φυλακὴν 
» ~ , , ,’ δ δ Ὁ τῷ, ἔδοσαν τοῦ σώματος δύο σἰτρατιϊώτας ἀφ᾽ ἑκάστης 

. 

. 

Col. xvii. 

SEAS 6 a0 suc Geckos aaeoitiies ol aa Ca Se ea D2 

16 8 28 Gb oo Προ. a)olb i ole onc onc| 

eens te] TOP Κύγοναν ee a's py τόρ. τὴν. 

ey seis τ χονεῖ τ΄ = δι... 

weve wees ἥεραιει, Kared[..... Kolvwvos.[.. .] 

wees ee ἤγετο περὶ Tay ..]. ov. Κόνων δὲ o.[. .] 

ἀκούσας αἸὐτῶν τοὺς λόγο]υς οὐκ εἴα πιστεύειν 

[.- +e eee ees ἤεκλ[.]σί. .. τῶν] “Ελλήνων, ἀλ[λ]ὰ πάν- 

ππορρρψἕΠοΨσἔΠσέἔΠΕΠηπσ"ἘὌΠΠ[ὀἔοὌΠΕρΡ τ -ὔἰ εὐ εσθαι, ταύτην, 

[δὲ τὴν ἀπόκρισιν ποιησάμενος] ἔφασκεν βούλεσθαι 

[δ]ηα[δηλῶσαι καὶ τοῖς ἄλλοις, δὲ στρατηγὸς ὁ τῶν « ὁ 

[ΚἸυπρίίων ὁ Καρπα]σεζὺς αὐτῷ] πρὸς τὸ πλῆθος τὸ τῶν 
t 

στρατιωϊτῶν ἠΪκολο[ύθει. ex]eiv[oly δὲ συνεξορμήσαν- 

tlo]s, ἐπείιδὴ πορ]ευόμενϊοι Kalra τὰς πύλας ἦσαν, ὁ μὲν 

Κόνων [ὥσπερ] ἔτυχεν ἡγ[ού]μενος ἐξεληλύθει πρότε- 

ρος ἐκ [od] τείχους, τοῦ δὲ ἀνθρώπου τοῦ Καρπασέως, ὡς 

ἣν ἐξι[ὼὴν κατὰ τὰς πύλας, ἐπιλαμβάνονται τῶν Μεσ- 

σηνίω[νἹ] τινὲς τῶν Κόνωνι παρακολουθεῖν εἰω- 

183 
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θοτωνΐ. ἡμετατησεκεινουγν Ἱμησεπιθυμουντεσες 

τηπολε[.Ἰκατασχειναυτονοπί. «Ἰανωνεξημαρτεν 

δωδικ[.Ἱνοιδεσυνακολουθοῖ. . Ἰεστωνκυπρίιωναν 

τελαμ[.]αν.Ἰντοτί. « « «. «6. Ἰωσκαιδιεκωλυοντουσ 

pecor..... IkGibo ooo ue Ἰισθανομενονδεκαιτο 

τωνεξΐ... .. [POMlao ao one leBonbetrworparnywof. |e 

κονωνΐ. . . -- ἤπερ Ἰγου[.Ἰανθρωπουσεισπη 

δησασ! Gio cot Sis. bebe aiis Oo Ἰυσεν.Ἰιστηνπολινοιδεκυ 

πρισσσροψΨσσπσσσσ---- Ἰσαψ.Ἱμενουστουκαΐ. - 

πασεαΐ. - «Ἰλλί. « «0.0.0. ἰν εν Ἰυσαναυτοιδεπεπεισμῖ. . 

VOLTAVTOM|. . +2 eee eee eee Jovkovevarrape 

OKevaaOatmeplen sles eye slew ον νον Ἰδιαδοσιν εἶ... .1β[.. 

νονεἰ.Ἰσταστρί. . «]1εἰσεπῖ. « ««. «0 Ἰαισπραξεσινωσγε 

τινεσελεγονΐ. «Ἰελλον. 2. ee oe |rnopodovrapada 

βονΐ. . Ἰσεισκυπρονπλέΐ. .... +. Ἰευσαντεσδετησα 

λανΐ. «ἹνιοιουκαιπαρακΙ. . « - ««- Ἰτεστουσβουλομε 

lob oog006 Ἰυπριωνβαδι[. .. .. «. ἹἸπροστηνακροπο 

βουδοσσῦῦ Ἰναρχηνη oa 5 a5 6 5 oc ἹἸκαταλυσωσιὼσ 

πσ--ι- Ἰνουπανΐ. « -« «056. Ἰνκακωνομοι 

loca daosocoome lloilo ooo os dado ne Ἰναυτοισεισ' 

βου σοςυ σα ον [Setalla ob Bona oo0 ona. |rovAoyov 

πολυ po od oo osnd Oooo naod Goo HOC Ἰποπλευσαῖ 

TEOMA OTS: torent tate eve sat  π---- 161. . -Juevoe 

χρησασθαιτοισαυτΐί. . « -««...Ὁ .. . . Πτριηρωνκο 

VOVOEKATNYME. oes ee eee eee Ἰελθωνπροσ 

λεωνυμοντοντῖί. « . ++ eee ee eee Ἰπ[-Ἰναυτωο 

τιμονοσδυναταιτῖί. . 2. +e see eens 7. . ]Ἰσιλεωσει 

γαραυτωβουλεταιδῖ. . . . eee eee Ἰυρουστουσΐ. .] 

ληνασοιτηνκαυνοΐ. «... eee noes Ἰτωνκαρὼν 

ὡσπλειστουσπαυσειί. «. «Ὁ. eee ee Ἰρατοπεδωτα 

ραχηνκελευσαντοσδῖ. . 1. ++ 0... JovAapBaver— 
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θότων [ov] μετὰ τῆς ἐκείνου γνώμης, ἐπιθυμοῦντες ἐν 

τῇ πόλει] κατασχεῖν αὐτὸν ὅπίως] ἂν ὧν ἐξήμαρτεν 

δῷ δίκ[η]ν. οἱ δὲ συνακολουθοζῦντ]ες τῶν Κυπρίων ἀν- 

τελαμ[ β]άν[οἸντο τοῦ Καρπασέ]ως καὶ διεκώλυον τοὺς 

Μεσσηνίους] ἄγειϊν αὐτόν, αἸἰσθανόμενον δὲ καὶ τὸ 

τῶν ἑξ[ακοσ]ίων [σύνταγμα ?] ἐβοήθει τῷ στρατηγῷ. ὁ [dle 

Κόνων [ὡς .. .jrg.....-.. ] τοὺϊ9] ἀνθρώπους εἰσπη- 

δῆσαν τότ ae to slekts ee So Ἰυσεν [elis τὴν πόλιν: of δὲ Κύ- 

πριοι τοὺς Μεσσηνίους τοὺ]ς ἁψαμένους τοῦ Kalp- 

πασέωϊς βαάΐλλ[οντες ἀπέκρο)υσαν, αὐτοὶ δὲ πεπεισμίέ- 

YO eis Tilo ood 00 Co OdO Ot τ]ὸν Κόνωνα παρε- 

σκευάσθαι περὶ τὴν τοῦ μισθοῦ] διάδοσιν ε[ἰσέ]β[αι- 

νον εἰς τὰς τρ[ιήρ]εις ἐπὶ ταύταις τ]αῖς πράξεσιν, ὥς γέ 

τινες ἔλεγον, [μ]έλλονϊτες τοὺς ἐκ] τῆς Ῥόδου παραλα- 

βόν[τε]ς εἰς Κύπρον πλεῖν. ἀποπλ]εύσαντες δὲ τῆς ᾿4- 
λανΐ. «Ἰνιοιου καὶ παρακ[ομίσανἾτες τοὺς βουλομέ- 

νους τῶν ΚἸυπρίων, βαδῖϊζουσιν] πρὸς τὴν ἀκρόπο- 

[Aww ἵνα τὴ]ν ἀρχὴν τίοῦ Κόνωνος] καταλύσωσιν ὡς 

[αἰτίου γενομέϊνου πάντων αὐτοῖς τῶ]ν κακῶν, ὁμοί- 

ἴθ gies eee πιο Er enege Sere opel ere! aes Ἰν αὐτοῖς εἰς 

πολ πσοὌἔέΕψΨσΨἘΕέΨνσσΠὍΠρἘΠΕΠέσυσἔἘσιψἘΠηπ,σ.,., π-ν - ἀἸποπλεύσαν- 

πὸ ὐπὸ τπροᾶΨψμψΠΕΕΕὋο, ὍἘΕΠ͵πτ͵ιππ--ν--- ] β[ουλό]μενοι 

χρήσασθαι τοῖς αὐτίόθι........ τῶν] τριήρων. Κό- 

voy δὲ κατηγμέϊνων τῶν Κυπρίων] ἐλθὼν πρὸς 

“εώνυμον τὸν Te. os ses oes eo εἶπ[εἰν αὐτῷ ὅ- 

τι μόνος δύναται τὰ πράγματα σῶσαι] τ[ὰ βαἸ]σιλέως, εἰ 

γὰρ αὑτῷ βούλεται διδόναι τοὺς φρο]υροὺς τοὺς [“ EA} 

ληνας οἱ τὴν Καῦνον [φυλάττουσι καὶ] τῶν Καρῶν 
« ’ A Ν 3 “Ὁ 4 ὡς πλείστους, παύσειϊν τὴν ἐν τῷ στ]ρατοπέδῳ Ta- 

ραχήν. κελεύσαντος δῖῇὲ τοῦ Acwvipjou λαμβάνειν 

185, 
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οποσουσβουλεταιστρατί.. . . ....-- Ἰηνμεντὴν 

ημερανπαρηκενκαιγαρηΐ. . ...«-- Ἰδηπεριδυσμασ 

εἰσδετηνεπιουσανπρινημί. .. .. Ἰενεσθαιλαβων 

παρατουλεωνυμουτωντεέΐ. .. .. Ἰσυχνουσκαιτουσ 

15. ελληνασαπαντασεξηγαγενΐ. . . (]υσεκτησπολεωσ 

επειτατουσμενῖ. «Ἰωθεναυτουτουστρατοπεδουπεῖ ἢ 

ριεστησεντουσΐ. . . -. Ἰ ρα το Ἰνπροστετασναυσκαΐ.] 

τοναιγιαλονΐ. «+. ee ee ee Ἰυταδεποησασκαικελευ 

σασκηρυξαιτῖ. «.....ὖ.. Ἰνεινεκαστοντωνστρα 

20 τιωτωνεπιτηΐ. . - - .- «Ὁ Ἰνελαβετωνκυπριων 

TovTeKapmacd........- Ἰλωνεξηκοντακαιτουσ 

μεναπεκτεινΐ. «... «Ὁ Ἰγτηγονανεσταυρωσεῖ 

ακουσαντεσδῖ. .......ν Ἰικαταλειφθεντεσεντη 

ροδωηγανακτί. - .«..« «τ Ἰωσενεγκοντεστουσμ' 

25 apXovTacTovo|.......... Ἰνοσκατασταντασβαλ 

λοντεσεξηλασί..... .. Ἰστρατοπεδουτονδελιμε 

νακαταλιπονΐ. .. . . .- Ἰθορυβονκαιταραχηνπαρ 

[Ἰσχοντοισροδῖ. ...... Ἰνωναφικομενοσεκτησ 

[.Javvovrovo7[....... Ἰασαυτωνσυλλαβωναπεκτει 

30 νεκαιτοισαλλΙ.. . .. .. Ἰνδιεδωκετομενουνβασι 

AtkovoTpaTo....... Ἰωσεισμεγανκινδυνον 

προελθονδιακονωνΐ. . ἡτηνεκεινουπροθυμιαν 

ἐπαυσατοτησταραχη. -Ἰγησιλαοσδεπαραϊ.Ἰορευ 

: ομῖ. -Ἰοσειστονελλησπί Ἰντοναματωστρατί Ἰυμα 

35 Τί. «. ακεδαιμονιωνκί.Ἰτωνσυμμαχωνοσονμ' 

χί- - - νεβαδειζεδιατηϊ Ἰλυδιασί. Ἰυδενκακονεποι 

[. ... ἡενοικουντασβῖ. . Ἰομενοσεμμί. «Ἰεινταισσπον 

[-Jau[. .Ἰαισπροστιθραυΐ. «Ἰηνγενομῖ. . . 1επειδηδεκα 

[.]npevetornvy[....- Ἰτηνφαρνΐ. . ζουπροηγετο 

Col. xix (=D Col. ix). 

στρατ[.Ἰυμαλεηλατωνκαιπορθωντή!. . . . «. «. 

δεπαραλλαξαΐ. .Ἰοτεθηβησπεδιονκαιτί. .. . .«.. 

καλουμενονεῖ. εβαλενειστηνμυσιαΐ. ... ... 
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ὁπόσους βούλεται στρατιώτας, ταύτ]ην μὲν τὴν 

ἡμέραν παρῆκεν, καὶ γὰρ ἥϊλιος ἣν ἤ]δη περὶ δυσμάς, 

εἰς δὲ τὴν ἐπιοῦσαν πρὶν ἡμ[έραν γ]ενέσθαι λαβὼν 

παρὰ τοῦ Μεωνύμου τῶν τε [Καρῶν] συχνοὺς καὶ τοὺς 

“Ἕλληνας ἅπαντας ἐξήγαγεν [αὐτο]ὺς ἐκ τῆς πόλεως" 

ἔπειτα τοὺς μὲν [ἔξωθεν αὐτοῦ τοῦ στρατοπέδου πε- 

ριέστησεν, τοὺς [δὲ.... .1. [.... .]ν πρός τε τὰς ναῦς kali 

τὸν αἰγιαλὸν [......... τα]ῦτα δὲ ποιήσας καὶ κελεύ- 

σας κηρῦξαι τί... .. ... βαΐϊνειν ἕκαστον τῶν στρα- 

τιωτῶν ἐπὶ τὴν ......, συνέλαβε τῶν Κυπρίων 

τόν τε Kapracéa καὶ τῶν ἄλλων ἑξήκοντα, καὶ τοὺς 

μὲν ἀπέκτεινε, τὸν δὲ στρα]τηγὸν ἀνεσταύρωσεν. 

ἀκούσαντες Olé τὰ γενόμενα olf καταλειφθέντες ἐν τῇ 

Ῥόδῳ ἠγανάκτουν, καὶ βαρέως ἐνεγκόντες τοὺς μὲν 

ἄρχοντας τοὺς [ὑπὸ τοῦ Κόνω]νος καταστάντας βάλ- 

λοντες ἐξήλασίαν ἐκ τοῦ] στρατοπέδου, τὸν δὲ λιμέ- 

va καταλιπόντες πολὺν] θόρυβον καὶ ταραχὴν παρ- 

[ἔσχον τοῖς ἹΡοδίίοις. ὁ δὲ Κόνων ἀφικόμενος ἐκ τῆς 

Katvou τούς τίε ἄρχοντ]ας αὐτῶν συλλαβὼν ἀπέκτει- 

ve, καὶ τοῖς ἄλλ[οις μισθὸὴν διέδωκε. τὸ μὲν οὖν βασι- 

λικὸν στρατόϊπεδον οὕτ]ως εἰς μέγαν κίνδυνον 

προελθὸν διὰ Κόνωνα καὶ] τὴν ἐκείνου προθυμίαν 

ἐπαύσατο τῆς ταραχῆϊς. ᾿ΑἸγησίλαος δὲ παρα[πΊορευ- 

ὀμ[εν]ος εἰς τὸν ᾿Ελλήσπίοῖντον ἅμα τῷ στρατίεἸύμα- 

τίι τῶν “]ακεδαιμονίων κ[α]ὶ τῶν συμμάχων, ὅσον μὲν 

χίρόνο]ν ἐβάδιῤε διὰ τῆς] Avdias, [ο]ὐδὲν κακὸν ἐποί- 

[εἰ τοὺς] ἐνοικοῦντας, β[ουλ]όμενος ἐμμ[έν]ειν ταῖς σπον- 

[διαῖίς τ]αῖς πρὸς Τιθραύϊστ]ην γενομέναις") ἐπειδὴ δὲ κα- 

[τ]ῆρεν εἰς τὴν χ[ώραν] τὴν Φαρναβάζου προῆγε τὸ 

Col. xix. 

στράτ[ε]υμα λεηλατῶν καὶ πορθῶν τὴϊν γῆν. εἶτα 
Ν ΄ , 4 4 \ EN 4 δὲ παραλλάξας τὴό re Θήβης πεδίον καὶ rd ᾿Απίας 

καλούμενον ε[ἰσἸέβαλεν εἰς τὴν Μυσίαϊν, καὶ ἐνέκει- 

XVI. 1 
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Twal.. .jo7[. . . υσουσκαισπεισαμενοσπροσαΐ.. 

Tovon|..... Jol. . . Ἰευμαδιατησχωρασπαρεντί.]σ 

Curiae goo ba 5 o Ἰε[-Ἰοποννησιωνκαιτωνσυμ[.]α 

ΧΕ ΕΣ Ἰοιστελευταιοισαυτωνκαταβαὰλ 

ΡΣ aroks clo) stare at Ἰωνστρατιωτωνατακτωνδιατασ 

Gail odo o.0/5 ple oc Ἰωναγησιλαοσδεκαταζευξασ 
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φθαρηΐ. . δεπεριπεντηκοντατωνστρατιωτων 

evoder|. επιουσανκαθισασεισενεδρανπολλουσ 

Tovpl. . . Πορωντωνδερκυλιδειωνκαλουμενω 

αναστΐ. . . 1οηγετοστρατευμαπαλιντωνδεμυσω 

οἰηθ oo 8 ot Ἰκαστοιδιατηνπληγηντηντήπρο 

GIT on 000 Ἱμενηναπιεναιτοναγησιλαονεξελ 

θον1|..- - -- Ἰωνκωμωνεδιωκονωσεπιθησομενοι 

τοιστί. . . Ἰταιοιστοναυτοντροπονοιδετωνελλη 

vovery|.. . . οντεσωσησανκαταυτουσεκπηδη 

σαντεσεῖ. ησενεδρασεισχειρασηεσαντοισπολε 

μιοιστωνδεμυσωνοιμενηγουμενοικαιπρω 

τοιδιωκο[ Ἰτεσεξαιφνηστοισελλησισυμμειξαν 

τεσαποθ] Ἰησκουσιοιδεπολλοικατιδοντεστουσπρω 

τουσαῖ. . Ἱνενπληγαισοντασεφευγονπροστασκω 

μασαγῖ. .- . Ἰαοσδεπροσαγγελθεντωναυτωτουτω 

petaj...... Ἰνοσαπηγετοστρατευμαπαλιντὴν 

αὐτῆ. τις Ἰωσσυνεμειξετοισεντα Ἰσενεδραισ 
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842. THEOPOMPUS (OR CRA TIPPUS), HELLENICA 

To τοῖς Mvoolils κελεύϊω]ν αὐτοὺς cvotplaredew pe- 

T αὐτῶν. εἰσὶ γὰρ of πολ[λ]οὶ [τ]ῶν Μυσῶν αὐϊτόνομ 

βασιλέως οὐχ ὑπακούοντ]ες. ὅσοι μὲν οὖν [τῶν υ- 

σῶν μετέχειν ἡροῦντο τῆς στρατείας [οὐδὲν ἐ- 

ποίει κακὸν αὐτούς, τῶν δὲ λοιπῶν ἐδή[ου τὴν χώ- 

ραν. ἐπειδὴ δὲ προϊὼν ἐγένετο κατὰ μέσοϊν μάλι- 

στα τίὸὶν ΓΟλυμπον τὸν Μόσιον καλούμενον, ὁρῶν 

χαλ[εἸπὴν καὶ στενὴν οὖσαν τὴν δίοδον [καὶ βου- 

λόμ[ενος] ἀσφαϊλῶ]ς πορευθῆναι δι’ αὐτῆς, πέμψας 

τινὰ [πρὸἸς τοὺς Μηυσοὺς καὶ σπεισάμενος πρὸς αἰὐ- 

τοὺς aye τὸ] σίτράτ]ευμα διὰ τῆς χώρας. παρέντ[εἸς 

δὲ ποϊλλοὺς τῶν Πηεἰλ]οποννησίων καὶ τῶν συμ[μ]ά- 

χίων, ἐπιθέμενοι τ]οῖς τελευταίοις αὐτῶν καταβάλ- 

λίουσί τινας τ]ῶν στρατιωτῶν ἀτάκτων διὰ τὰς 

στ[ενοχωρίας ὄντ]ων. ᾿4γησίλαος δὲ καταζεύξας 

τίὸ στράτευμα ταύτην τὴν ἡμέραν ἡσυχίαν 

Aye ποιῶν τὰ νοἸ]μ[ιζ]όμενα τοῖς ἀποθανοῦσι: διε- 

φθάρηϊσαν] δὲ περὶ πεντήκοντα τῶν στρατιωτῶν" 

εἰς δὲ τὴν] ἐπιοῦσαν καθίσας εἰς ἐνέδραν πολλοὺς 

τῶν μ[ισθοφ]όρων τῶν Δερκυλιδείων καλουμένων 

ἀνασίτὰς πρ]οῆγε τὸ στράτευμα πάλιν. τῶν δὲ Μυσῶν 

οἰηθέντες ἕκαστοι διὰ τὴν πληγὴν τὴν τῇ προ- 

τέρᾳ [γεγενημένην ἀπιέναι τὸν ᾿Αγησίλαον ἐξελ- 

θόντες ἐκ τ]ῶν κωμῶν ἐδίωκον, ὡς ἐπιθησόμενοι 

τοῖς τ[ελευ]ταίοις τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον. οἱ δὲ τῶν ᾿Ἑλλή- 

νων ἐν[εδρεύ)οντες, ὡς ἦσαν κατ᾽ αὐτούς, ἐκπηδή- 

σαντες ἐκ τ]ῆς ἐνέδρας εἰς χεῖρας ἤεσαν τοῖς πολε- 
4 ~ Xu -“ « QA « γι. A ~ 

μίοις. τῶν δὲ Μυσῶν οἱ μὲν ἡγούμενοι καὶ πρῶ- 

τοι διώκοϊν)τες ἐξαίφνης τοῖς “Ελλησι συμμείξαν- 

τες ἀποθ]ν)ήσκουσιν, of δὲ πολλοὶ κατιδόντες τοὺς πρώ- 

Tous αἰὑτῶ]ν ἐν πληγαῖς ὄντας ἔφευγον πρὸς τὰς κώ- 

μας. ᾿Α4γ[ησίλ]αος δὲ προσαγγελθέντων αὐτῷ τούτων 

μετα[βαλόμεϊνος ἀπῆγε τὸ στράτευμα πάλιν τὴν 

αὐτὴν [ὁδὸν ἔως συνέμειξε τοῖς ἐν ralils ἐνέδραις, 

189 
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katka[..... Ἰνωσενειστοστρατοπεδονηκαιτη 

προτερα[.Ἰατεστρατοπεδευσανμεταδεταυτατω" 

Col. xx (=D Col. x). 

μενμυσωνησαν. - Oo obo Gob oD nou A aad eo hoe 

pukacmepWavTera[. «τ. ee ee eee ee ee ee 

τοτουσνεκρουσ s God domo baa do ood Doe π΄ oe 

Iti PUCK OV,TICLKQILE [oh τς τὴ πτ το ππιΠΠι-΄- 

κωμωντίνασκαῦ! ττΠπΠΠπΠΠΠππιππΠ͵ππππ-΄Π΄- 

ἡμεραστουσστρῖ. . +. eevee eevee Ἰτοπροσθεντί. 

στρατευμακαικαϊ. .Ἰβιβασασῖ. . ... Ἰνχωραντωνφ!.]ν 

γωνουκεισ[.Ἰντουπροτερουΐ. . ουσενεβαλεναλ 

[- «Ἰισεῖ. «Ἱραν[.Ἱπορ[.Ἰητονκαί. «Ἰσαυτηνεποιεισπι 

[- (1ἰαδατηΐ. . ωνηγεμοναΐ. . . «Τονδονοδεσπιθρα 

δα[.Ἰηστομενγενοσηνπερί. . . ατρειβαωϊ Ἴδέπαρα 

τωφαρναβαζωκαιθεραπευωνΐ. .. .vere[....... lex 

θρανκαταστασπροσαυτονφοβηθεισμηϊ. . Ἰαληφθη 

καικακοντιπαθηπαραυτικαμεῖ.Ἰαπεῖ. - - ««- 

εἰσκυζικονύστερον δ᾽ Ἰωσαγη[.}{. « nl... ]γωτ 

[- εἸγαβατηνϑοννεονοντακαικαλοναγησιλαοσδε 

τουτωνγενομενωνανελαβεναυτουσμαλιστα 

μενενεκατουμειρακιουλεγεταιγαρεπιθυμητι 

κωσαυτουσφοδραεχεινεπειταδεκαιδιασπιθριδα 

τί. Πηγεμονατετησστρατιασαυτοισεσεσθαικ΄ 

[- - - Ἰαλλαχρησιμονεκεινουσμενουντί .Ἶν 

τί. Πενεκαῦπεδεξατί.Ἰπροθυμωσαυτοσδεπρο 

αγωνειστοπροσθεναειτοστρατευμακαιλεηλα 

τωντηντουφαρναβαζουχωραναφικνειται 

προσχωριονοκαλειταιλεοντωνκεφαλαικ΄ 

ποιησαμενοσπροσαυτοπροσβολασωσουδεν 

επεραινεναναστησαστοστρατευμί. Ἰπροηγεν 

εἰστοπροσθεπορθωνκαιλεηλατωντη[. Ἰχωραστην 

ακεραιοναφικομενοσδεπαλινπροσγορδειονχω 

ριονεπιχωματοσωκοδομημενονκαίκατε 
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kal κα[τεσκή]νωσεν εἰς τὸ στρατόπεδον ἡ καὶ TH 

προτέρᾳ [κ]ατεστρατοπέδευσαν. μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα τῶν 

Col. xx. 

μὲν Μυσῶν ὧν ἦσαν [of ἀποθανόντες ἕκαστοι κή- 

ρυκας πέμψαντες Gl... 2s ee ess νιν ss . ἀνείλον- 

To τοὺς νεκροὺς ὑϊποσπόνδους- ἀπέθανον δὲ πλείους 

ἢ τριάκοντα καὶ ἑκατόν: Aynoidaos δὲ λαβὼν ἐκ τῶν 

5 κωμῶν τινας καθ[ηγεμόνας καὶ ἀναπαύσας ..... 

10 

15 

20 

25 

3° 

ἡμέρας τοὺς στρ[ατιώτας ἦγεν εἰς] τὸ πρόσθεν 7[d 

στράτευμα, καὶ κα[τα]βιβάσας [εἰς τὴν χώραν τῶν Φ'ρ]υ- 

γῶν, οὐκ εἰς [ἣ]ν τοῦ προτέρου [θέρ]ους ἐνέβαλεν ἀλ- 

[λ᾿ elis ἑϊτέϊραν [ἀ]πόρ[θ]ητον, κα[κῶ]ς αὐτὴν ἐποίει, Σ΄πι- 

[θρ]αδάτηϊν ἔχ]ων ἡγεμόνα [καὶ τ]ὸν υἱόν. ὁ δὲ Σ΄πιθρα- 

δάϊτ]ης τὸ μὲν γένος ἦν Πέρ[σης, δι]ατρίβω[ν] δὲ παρὰ 

τῷ Φαρναβάῤῳ καὶ θεραπεύων [αὐτό]ν, ἔπει[τα δὲ εἰς] ἔχ- 

θραν καταστὰς πρὸς αὐτόν, φοβηθεὶς μὴ [κατ]αληφθῇ 

καὶ κακόν τι πάθῃ, παραυτίκα μὲν] ἀπέφυγεν 

εἰς Κύῤλικον, ὕστερον δὲ] ὡς ᾿4γη[σ]ἤλαοὴν ἧϊκεν ἄγων 

[Μεγαβάτην υἱὸν νέον ὄντα καὶ καλόν. ᾿4γησίλαος δὲ 

τούτων γενομένων ἀνέλαβεν αὐτοὺς μάλιστα 

μὲν ἕνεκα τοῦ μειρακίου, λέγεται γὰρ ἐπιθυμητι- 

κῶς αὐτοῦ σφόδρα ἔχειν, ἔπειτα δὲ καὶ διὰ Σ΄ πιθραδά- 

τίην,] ἡγεμόνα τε τῆς στρατιᾶς (ἡγούμενος) αὐτοῖς ἔσεσθαι 

[πρὸς] ἄλλα χρήσιμον. ἐκείνους μὲν οὖν τί ο]ύ- 

τίων] ἕνεκα ὑπεδέξατ[ο] προθύμως, αὐτὸς δὲ προ- 

ἄγων εἰς τὸ πρόσθεν ἀεὶ τὸ στράτευμα καὶ λεηλα- 

τῶν τὴν τοῦ Φαρναβάζου χώραν ἀφικνεῖται 

πρὸς χωρίον ὃ καλεῖται Μεόντων Κεφαλαί. καὶ 

ποιησάμενος πρὸς αὐτὸ προσβολάς, ὡς οὐδὲν 

ἐπέραινεν, ἀναστήσας τὸ στράτευμ[α] προῆγεν 

εἰς τὸ πρόσθε(ν) πορθῶν καὶ λεηλατῶν Tals] χώρας τὴν 

ἀκέραιον, ἀφικόμενος δὲ πάλιν πρὸς Γόρδιον, χω- 

ρίον ἐπὶ χώματος φκοδομημένον καὶ κατε- 

I9I 
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σκευασμενονκακωσκαικαταζευξαστοστί.Ἰατευμα 

περιεμενενεξημερασπρί.Ἰσμεντουσποί.]εμιουσ 

προσβολασποιουμενοστουσδεστρατιωτασέϊ. . .Ἶολ 

λοισαγαθοισσυνεχωνεπειδηδεβιασασθαιτοχωρι 

ονουκηδυνατοδιατηνραθανουπροθυμιανοσε 

πηρχεναυτουπήγησωντογενοσαναστησασηγε, 

ανωτουσστρατιωτασκελευοντοστουσπιθρι 

δατουεισπαφλαγονιανπορευεσθαιμεταδεταὺ 

ταπροαγωντουσπελοποννησιουσκαιτουσσυμμα 

Col. xxi (=D Col. xi). 

Χουσπῖ. ee τ θεν. Ἰγιασκαιτησπαφλαγονΐ. 

ἀσέκεῖ: τ ens Nauru Ἱτρατοπεδευσετονδεσπΐ. 

θριδαυσουουΨὁΨνσσσΨἘΕσΨςσἘΠοΠσι-ι--- Ἰνοδεπορευθεισκαιπεί[. 

σασεκε oso da Dodoo Ἰαγωναγησιλαοσδεποιηΐ. 

TApPEy[.|G[n. 2 0-2 se ws ss Ἰνπαφλαγονωναπηγᾳΐ: 

OlOT CY caters icy titre ties Ἰαλαττανφοβουμενοσμί. 

χειμωνί τ Ἰωσιεποιειτοδετηνπορέϊ. 

ἀνουκεσΨσοέΨΕΨψνσΨἔοΨέΕΠέσ͵ὁὃὕ Ἱπερηλθεαλλετερανηγοί. 

PLEVOGOLG ete telcos oes ele Ἰδιεξιο[. . . . . |rorepoce. 

wecOatroigo|.......-.00- Ἰγειλέί. .] « επί. -Jpf-Juf. - 

QUITO UN O:70| eee sais ene (reo 5 MOY ooo 56 

immeaopl......se ee Ἰουσπεζουσδεπλειουΐ. . . .. A. 

@VKATAY[. 2 eee ee eae Ἰατευμακατακιοντησμυσιασί. 

lee Jrovp| coda aoe το Ἰασημερασαυτουδεκακακωσεῖ. 

ποιεῖ. Ἰτουσμυσοΐ. «. ἡινανθωνεπεβουλευσαναυτωπεέϊῖ. 

ριτονολυμπονΐ. “τερονδεπροηγετουσελληνασδιατηΐ. 

φρυγιαστησπαρῖ. . λαττιδιουκαιπροσβαλωνπροσχί. 

| 
w 

ριοντοκαλουμί.. ἀρ pea του δ renee δ λα τάς 

λαβειναπηγεῖ. Ἰυσστρατιωτασποιουμενοσδετηνΐ. 

πορειανπαρατονρυνδακονποταμοναφ.Ἰκνειταί. 

π[᾿Ἰοστηνδασκυλειτινλιμνηνφηκειταιτί Ἰδακυλειοῖ. 

χωριονοχυρονσφοδρακαικατεσκευασμί Ἰνονῦποϊ. 

βασιλεωσουκαιτονφαρναβαζονελεγοναΐ.Ἰγυριονοῖ. 
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σκευασμένον κα(λ)γῶς, kai καταζεύξας τὸ στίρ]άτευμα 
, a t , Ν Al ‘ 4 

περιέμενεν ἐξ ἡμέρας, mplo]s μὲν τοὺς ποΪλ]εμίους 

προσβολὰς ποιούμενος, τοὺς δὲ στρατιώτας ἐϊπὶ π]ολ- 

dois ἀγαθοῖς συνέχων, ἐπειδὴ δὲ βιάσασθαι τὸ χωρί- 

ον οὐκ ἠδύνατο διὰ τὴν ᾿Ῥαθάνου προθυμίαν, ὃς ἐ- 
= ’ ~ 2 n x 2 2 ua > 

πῆρχεν αὐτοῦ II(épa)ns ὧν τὸ γένος, ἀναστήσας ἦγεν 
Ψ ὡς yA * A ἄνω τοὺς στρατιώτας, κελεύοντος τοῦ Σ΄πιθρα- 

δάτου εἰς Παφλαγονίαν πορεύεσθαι. μετὰ δὲ ταῦ- XVIL. 
4 τ rs Ν X 4, 

Ta προάγων τοὺς Πελοποννησίους καὶ τοὺς συμμά- 

Col. xxi. 

xous a[pds τὰ ὅρια τῆς Φρυ)γίας καὶ τῆς Iaddayor{é- 

ας ἐκεῖίῖ τὸ στράτευμα κατεσἸ]τρατοπέδευσε, τὸν δὲ Σ΄ π|ι- 

θραδάτηϊν αὐτὸν προέπεμψεῖν: ὁ δὲ πορευθεὶς καὶ πεί- 

σας ἐκείϊνους ἧκε πρέσβεις] ἄγων. ᾿4γησίλαος δὲ ποιη- 2 

σάμεν οἷς [σύμμαχα τὰ τῶ]ν Παφλαγόνων ἀπήγαγε 

διὰ ταχίέων τὸ στράτευμα ἐπὶ θ]άλατταν, φοβούμενος μ[ὴ 

χειμῶνος τῆς τροφῆς ἐνδέϊωσιν. ἐποιεῖτο δὲ τὴν πορεί- 

αν οὐκέτίι τὴν αὐτὴν ὁδὸν ἥνπερ ἦλθεν ἀλλ᾽ ἑτέραν, Hyolv- 

μενος διὰ [τῆς Βιθυνίδος] διεξιοϊῦσι ἀκο]πωτέρως ἔ- 

σεσθαι τοῖς σϊτρατιώταις. ἀπέστειλε [δὲ] . ιτί. .]ρ[.]υ[. .. 
fates 2 PEPE νην ETO era < ah so a eiins sare ss VE - τῶν ais Ss 

ἱππέας plév ......+.. lous, πεζοὺς δὲ πλείουϊς dioyiJA[i- 

wv. καταγ[αγὼν δὲ τὸ στρ]άτευμα κατὰ Κίον τῆς Μυσίας, 3 

[πρῶτον μίὲν περιμείν]ας ἡμέρας αὐτοῦ δέκα κακῶς €- 

ποίει] τοὺς Μυσοὺς πάλ]ιν ἀνθ᾽ ὧν ἐπεβούλευσαν αὐτῷ πε- 

pi τὸν "Ολυμπον, [ὕστερον δὲ προῆγε τοὺς “Ελληνας διὰ τῆς 

Φρυγίας τῆς παρ[αθαἸλαττιδίου, καὶ προσβαλὼν πρὸς χίω- 

ρίον τὸ καλούμ[εν]ον Μιλήτου Τεῖχος, ὡς οὐκ ἠδύνατο 

λαβεῖν, ἀπῆγε [το]ὺς στρατιώτας. ποιούμενος δὲ τὴν 
Gj BY Ν « ΄ x 3 = πορείαν παρὰ τὸν ᾿Ῥύνδακον ποταμὸν ἀφ[ιἸκνεῖται 

πίρ]ὸς τὴν Δασκυλῖτιν λίμνην bp ἣ κεῖται τὸ] 4α(σγ)κύλιοϊν, 

χωρίον ὀχυρὸν σφόδρα καὶ κατεσκευασμίἐἶνον ὑπὸ 

βασιλέως, οὗ καὶ τὸν Φαρνάβαζον ἔλεγον ἀϊρ]γύριον ὅϊσον 

oO 
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ηναυτωκαιχρυσιοναποτιθεσθαικατεστρατοτπί. . 

25 δευκωσδετουσστρατιωτασεκειθιμετεπεμπετοπαΐ. 

καλονοσεπιβατηστωναυαρχωχειρικρατειπεπλευκαΐ. 

εἐπεμελειτοτουελλησποντουπεντετριηρεισεχωνΐ 

eros oun Ἱενομενουδετουπαγκαλουδιαταχεωνκαι 

lboooo00 Ἰ{.Ἰρεσινεισπλευσαντοσειστηνλιμνηνεκει 

3@ |boooene Ἰεκελευσενοαγησιλαοσενθεμενονοσατων. 

ξιν Ἰενωνηπλειονοσαξιαδιαγαγεινειστί Ἰονΐ. 

ΓΕ Ἰικυζικονοπωσαναπαυτωνμισθοστωΐ τ. . 
τουσ 

boon oa Ἰγενοιτοτουσδεστρατιωτασαποτησμί (Ἰσιαΐ. . 

bo acandc Ἰοσταξασαυτοισηκεινειστοεαρπαραΐ. .jeval 

35, od 02.00 Ἰονεπιονταχιμωναβαδιζεινεισκαππα 

oe ὁ ὁ δ, are ὁ Ἰωνταυτηντηνχωρανδιατεινεινωσ 

boo none Ἰνστενηναρξαμενηναποτησποντικησ 

πα Oo me δ Ἰεχρικιλικιασκί. φοινεικησκαιτί Ἰμηκοσ 

loo Calo igroyich Ἰαιτοσουτοΐ. . . Ἰτετουσεκσινωπί Ἰσβαδι 

Unplaced Fragments. 

Fr. 16 (to Cols. i or ii?). Fr. 17 (to Col. iv ?). Fr. 18 (to Col. iv?). 

we Jooag| Ἱμιωσὶ 
}-[ . Ἰαμοῖ Ἰγαρπρί 
Ἰγλί Ἰφερί Ἰδονκὶ 
ie evel Ἰιαζοι! 

5. [ιετὶ 

Fr. 19 (to Col. iv?). Fr. 20 (to Col. iv?). Fr, 21 (to Col. vii ?). 

στυραΐ Ἰτονδὶ ; Je - [ 
emacs 1. over . [ Ἰργισμεῖ 

[ Ἰτοτασπὶ w.-[ 
. μωνΐ Ἰωναλλί 

ὠμενωΐ 5. Ἰνορωνΐ 

μετευΐ Ἰλυσανΐ 
on 
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jv αὐτῷ καὶ χρυσίον ἀποτίθεσθαι. κατεστρατοπίε- 4 
A ἊΝ A 4 2 ~ 2 i 25 δευκὼς δὲ τοὺς στρατιώτας ἐκεῖθι μετεπέμπετο Πάϊγ- 

καλον, ὃς ἐπιβάτης τῷ ναυάρχῳ Χειρικράτει πεπλευκὼϊς 
2 - ~ ¢ ΄ ua ua », 
ἐπεμελεῖτο τοῦ ᾿Ελλησπόντου πέντε τριήρεις ἔχων. 

[παραγἹ]ενομένου δὲ τοῦ ΠΠαγκάλου διὰ ταχέων καὶ 
3 4 ᾽ ΝῚ , ᾽ A 

ταῖς τρ]ι[ἠ]ρεσιν εἰσπλεύσαντος εἰς τὴν λίμνην, ἐκεῖ- 

νον μὲν] ἐκέλευσεν ὁ ̓4γησίλαος ἐνθέμενον ὅσα τῶν 

5 Bohai μ]ένων ἢ(ν) πλείονος ἄξια διαγαγεῖν εἰς τί Ἰονΐ. 

. περ] Κύξικον, ὅπως {av} ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν μισθὸς τῷ [σ]τίρα- 

30 

τεύματι] γένοιτο. τοὺς δὲ στρατιώτας τοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς Μ]υ]σίαϊς ἀ- 

[ 
[ 
[ 
[. - 
[ 
[πέλυσε πρ]οστάξας αὐτοῖς ἥκειν εἰς τὸ ἔαρ, παραϊσκ]ευα- 

[ζόμενος τ]ὸν ἐπιόντα χειμῶνα βαδίζειν εἰς Καππα- 

ἰδοκίαν, ἀκούϊων ταύτην τὴν χώραν διατείνειν ὥσ- 

[περ ταινία]ν στενὴν ἀρξαμένην ἀπὸ τῆς Ποντικῆς 

[θαλάττης pléxpe Κιλικίας κ[αὶ Φοινίκης, καὶ τὸ] μῆκος 

[αὐτῆς εἶν]αι τοσοῦτοϊν ὥσ]τε τοὺς ἐκ Σ᾿ ινώπ[η]ς βαδιί(ζοντας) 

Unplaced Fragments. 

Fr, 17 (to Col. iv ?). Fr. 18 (to Col. iv ὃ). 

Τιησσαφίερν Ἰμιωσὶ 

Ἰαμοί } γὰρ πρὶ 
ΤισσαἸφερῖν Ἰδὸν κί 

B\cagouf 

5 Jeez[ 

Fr. 19 (to Col. iv ?). Fr. 20 (to Col. iv ?). Fr, 21 (to Col. vii?). 

ie Tupalvy τον δῖ Ἰαι 

Ἰαπασι[ 1. ov ετ .Ϊ ὠ]ργισμέϊν 

Ἰαντατί ]ro τὰς πὶ pea 

] - μων] Ἰων ἀλλί 

5 ᾿ὠμενωΐ 5 Ἰνορωνΐ 

Ἰμετευΐ Ἰλυσανΐ 
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1. νονδεκαι 
1-- - ᾳρχέ 

71. ποσουΐ 

1. Ἰτουμί 
Ἰσθενΐ 

]. oval 
Ἰαφυΐ 

Fr, 23 (to Col. x ἢ). 

Ἰεστινΐ 

1. ομ..ἱ 

Fr. 26 (to Cols. xvii 
or xviii ?). 

]. ouvral 

Ἰατατηνΐ 

Ἰηνειωθ] 

το Ἰοικαιονΐ 

Ἰσαρχελὶ 
]. «λμεῖ 

131 

Fr. 24 (to Col. x ?). 

πὶ 
τὶ 

Fr, 27 (to Cols. xvii 
or xviii ?). 

Ἰτεσὶ 

Fr. 20. Fr. 31. 

1: ἢ 1.1 
Ἰαυτοῖ ]. τησσιῖ 

Ἰοεντα . [ Ἰκατεσχί 

Ἰεωσαπί 

5 Ἰτουσστί 

Fr. 34. Fr. 35. 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

Fr. 22 (to Cols. vii 

or viii?). 

Jraxal 
Ἰαφαὶ 
Jee 

Fr. 25 (to Col. x ?). 

Fr. 28 (to Cols. xvii 
or xviii Ὁ). 

Fr. 36. 

Ἰαμενπὶ 
Ἰαβεινῃῖ 
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1. νον δὲ Kat 

]-- +» Ἀἀρχεϊλαΐδ ? 

| . ποσουΐ 

10 Ἰτουμί 

Ἰσθενΐ 

]Ἰ.- oval 

Ἰαφυΐ 

Hr. 23 (to Col. x?). 

] ἐστιν [ 

J. om. [ 

] . ovvral 

Jara τὴν [ 

Inv €l6[ 

10 7Ἶοι καὶ ον] 

τῆ]ς ᾿ἀρχελ[αΐδος ? 
]Ἰ. aApel 

[1 

Fr. 30. Fr. 31. 

]- αἱ ]. της oul 

Ἰαυτοῖ ] κατεσχί 

Jo evra .Ϊ Jeos απί 

5 | τοὺς στί 

Fr, 36. 

Ja μὲν πί 

λ]αβεῖν nf 

197 
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Ἰαρεικοῖ 
Ἰονβασιλί 

5 Ἰσα. φοί 
Ἰτρατοῖ 
Ἰ. χρωμΐ 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

}7.[ Bl 
Ἰντί 1 

5 1β.1 5. {εἶ 
ξ Ἰλαί 

Fr. 39. Fr. 40. 

Joel 1.1 
Ire [μια 
Ἱκτί Ἰηλί 

eed] 

Fr. 44. Fr. 45. 

Ἱμενηΐ J. af 
Ἰσκ .[ 

Ine 
1.1 

Fr. 49. Fr. 50. 

]--[ 1.1 
Ἰυσαί J. of 

: Jol 

Fr. 54. mr 55. 

Ἰπεδι ial 
. io ane irl 

Ἰξιοντωί 

Ἰνηνῦστί 

5 ἴρμὼ .Ϊ 
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Jap εἰκοῖ διε]ξιόντωϊν 

Ἰον βασιλίε Ἰνην ὑστίερ 

5 Joa. dof 5 — |pyew . [ 

o|rparo[ ian he 
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Fr. 57. Fr. 58. Fr. 59. Fr. 60. Fr, 61. 

Fr. 62. Fr. 63. Fr. 64. Fr. 65. Fr. 66. 

Ἰγοισί al ]. of αἱ kgf 
Jef lof [ Ἰρωΐ 

Fr. 67 Fr. 69. Fr. 71 Fr. 72: 

kx--[ Jo. [ Ἰασουΐ. Ἰνώ τ 

3 ileal Ἰγενημε Ἰυμ 

ΠῚ Troupe [ss 
Fr. 68. 5 Ἱιαναγει 5.]. ov 

Ἰεπεμπε ] 

Τ. 45 ο1.ἢ Fr. 70. Ἰακασεισᾳ Ἰσθε 

Jourral fund as A Ἰηδεπαϊ.] 

"πὸ Ἰετοτί.. 

Cols. i. 1-ii. 7 = chs. I-III. 

Expedition of Demaenetus. Anti-Spartan feeling in Greece. 

‘About the same time a trireme sailed out from Athens without the consent of the 
people. Demaenetus, the ... of it, had privately imparted his plan in secret to the 
boule, as it is said, and some of the citizens having conspired with him, he went down 
with them to the Piraeus, and having launched a ship at the docks set sail to join Conon. 
Thereupon an uproar was raised, and the notables and cultivated class among the Athenians 
were indignant, declaring that it would give the city a bad name if they began a war with 
the Lacedaemonians, The bouleutai, frightened by the clamour, held a meeting of the people, 
pretending to have had no share in the enterprise. The populace having assembled, 
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Ἰασουΐ.. 

γε]γενημέ- 

Ἰτοις μὲν 

5 7,αν ἄγειν 

] ἔπεμπεν 

Ἰακας εἰσα- 

Jn δὲ παΙ.] 

Ἰετοτί.. 

the party at Athens of Thrasybulus, Aesimus, and Anytus came forward and pointed out 
that the Athenians were incurring great risks unless they relieved the state from the 
responsibility, ‘The moderate and wealthy class at Athens was content with the present 
policy, while the populace and democratic party on that occasion, through fear, yielded 
to their advisers, and sent to Milon, the harmost of Aegina, to inform him that he could punish Demaenetus since the latter had acted without the leave of the state. But previously for nearly the whole time their policy was aggressive, and in frequent opposition to the Lacedaemonians. Not only were they in the habit of dispatching both arms and sailors 
for Conon’s fleet, but on a former occasion ... crates, Hagnias, and Telesegorus with their 
companions were dispatched on an embassy to the king, the ambassadors being captured 
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by Pharax, the former admiral, and sent as prisoners to the Lacedaemonians, who put them 
to death. This opposition was stimulated by the party of Epicrates and Cephalus; for 
it was they who were most anxious to involve Athens in war, holding that view not merely 
since they had dealings with Timocrates and received the gold, but long before. It is 
nevertheless asserted by some that Timocrates’ bribes were responsible for the formation of 
the war party at Athens and among the Boeotians and in the other states which I have 
mentioned, owing to ignorance of the circumstance that all of them had long adopted 
a hostile attitude towards the Lacedaemonians, and been on the watch for an opportunity 
to involve the states in war. For the Lacedaemonians were hated by the Argive and 
Boeotian factions for being on friendly terms with the opposing party of the citizens, 
and by the faction at Athens because it desired to put an end to the existing tranquillity 
and peace, and to lead the Athenians on to a policy of war and interference, in order that 
it might be enabled to make a profit from the state funds. At Corinth, of the partisans 
of a change of policy the majority were hostile to the Lacedaemonians for reasons similar 
to those of the Argives and Boeotians, while Timolaus alone had become opposed to them 
on account of private grounds of complaint, although he was formerly on the best of terms 
with them and a strong philo-Laconian, as can be ascertained from the events of the 
Decelean war. On one occasion, with a squadron of five ships, he plundered several of the 
islands tributary to the Athenians, and on another, having sailed to Amphipolis with 
two triremes, and manned four more supplied from there, he defeated Sichius (?), the 
Athenian general, in a sea-fight, as I have previously related, and captured the enemy’s 
triremes, which were five in number, together with a convoy of 30 (?) boats; subsequently 
with [.] triremes he sailed to Thasos and caused the island to revolt from the Athenians. 
Parties, therefore, in the aforesaid states had been induced to hate the Lacedaemonians 
far more by these reasons than by Pharnabazus and the gold. When Milon, the harmost 
of Aegina, heard the news brought by the Athenians, he quickly manned a trireme 
and pursued Demaenetus. The latter at this time happened to be waiting off ‘Thoricus 
in Attica, but when Milon arrived at Thoricus and tried to attack him he hastened to sail 
far in advance. Having gained possession of a ship belonging to them he left his own ship 
behind because the hull was inferior, and transferring his sailors to the other ship 
continued his voyage to Conon’s fleet, while Milon . . . with the trireme returned to 
Aegina.’ 

i. 1. A new book apparently begins here (cf. p. 115); and it is quite uncertain with 
what events our author synchronizes the expedition of Demaenetus, which took place in the 
first half of 396 if Cols. i-iv are correctly placed (cf. iti. 9, note), or in the early summer 
of 395 if Cols. i-iv follow Cols. v—viii, as is much less probable. 

2. For [οὐ μετά cf. 1. 24. ἦϊν or ἦρχε may be substituted for ἤ δίᾳ, which was suggested 
by Wilamowitz. The construction in ll. 2-7 is not clear ; cf. note on ]. 5. 

3. Δημαίιζετ]ος : he is identical, as was perceived by Wilamowitz, with Anpatveros ὁ 
Βουζύγης in Aeschines ii. 78 θεῖος δὲ ἡμέτερος Κλεόβουλος ὁ Γλαύκου τοῦ ᾿Αχαρνέως υἱὸς pera 
Δημαινέτου τοῦ Βουζύγου συγκατεναυμάχησε Χείλωνα τὸν Λακεδαιμονίων ναύαρχον, Χείλων being 
obviously identical with the harmost of Aegina called Μίλων in i. 22 and ii. 35. Aeschines 
has exaggerated the importance of the naval engagement, which as P shows was a trivial 
affair. ‘The Demaenetus who is mentioned as strategus in 388-7 in Aegina (Xen. ell. v. 
1. ro) and in the autumn of 387 on the Hellespont (/e/. v. 1. 26) is no doubt the same 
person as Demaenetus 6 Βουζύγης ; cf. Kirchner, 412. Prosopogr.i. p. 216: but that on the 
present occasion he held the office of strategus is neither stated by P nor in itself likely. 
Meyer well compares the private expedition of Macartatus to Crete in (probably) 386-379 
with a trireme which he had bought (Isaeus xi. 48). The word following Anpair[er|os 
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seems to be a title, if αὐτῆς is right. κύριος could be read, but this would imply that the 
trireme was Demaenetus’ own property, whereas it was clearly a warship belonging to the 
State. The doubtful « might be a; the following letter can equally well be y, «, p, ν, x, τ, 
or v; for .« (pe?) a single letter (v ?) may be substituted, and in place of ury (or urn) yn 
should perhaps be read. A single word as a family name or a title would be more suitable 
than κ᾿ . τος αὐτῆς, but Βουζύγης is inadmissible, though it is possible that the word in the 
papyrus is a corruption of this. 

4. β)]ουλῇ ὡς : for other instances of hiatus cf. vi. 39, vii. 7, xi. 22, xii. 24, xvi. 6 
Xviil. 5 and 24. 

πράγματος : the end of this line must have projected some distance beyond that of 1. 1 
and Il. 5 sqq. 

5. ἐπειδή : the vestiges of the letter following ὃ suit » somewhat better than ε. σὺν 
[οἷς instead of συν | would have the advantage of preventing this line from being exceptionally 
short, but the construction of 1]. 2-7 is then somewhat awkward. Between avrw and 
πολειτων the scribe seems to have omitted either τινες or τῶν, more probably the former ; 
cf. the omissions of words in i. 36, ii. 16, xi. 20, xiv. 13, 29, xvi. 23, and xx. 20. Or 
possibly ovr{ot, i. 6. συζχγυζοί should be read, as Wilamowitz suggests. : 

6. ναῦν : τὴν ναῦν would be expected, especially if αὐτῆς in |. 3 is right. 
9. γνώ]ριμ[οι : cf, xii. 31. 

16. Thrasybulus and Anytus are well known as leaders of the moderate democratic 
party at this period. On Αἴσιμος, who is less frequently mentioned, cf. Kirchner, A/. 
Prosopogr.i. p. 22. Our author ignores Archinus, who was also prominent at this time 
(cf. p. 140). It is interesting to note the cautious policy pursued by this section of the 
Athenian democrats, who side with the aristocrats in objecting to an open breach with 
Sparta, and for the moment succeed in curbing the warlike spirit of the majority of the 
democratic party headed by Epicrates and Cephalus (1. 35). The course of events was, 
however, too strong for the advocates of peace, and Thrasybulus himself in the late 
summer of 395 proposed the alliance with Boeotia, which was agreed to without opposition 
(Xen. Hell. iti. 5. 16). If the events recorded in i. r-iii. 7 belonged to the spring or early 
summer of 395, the change of policy must have taken place within a very few months, and 
seems very sudden. It is therefore much more satisfactory to refer chapters I-III to 396, 
and to suppose more than a year’s interval between the expedition of Demaenetus and the 
alliance of Athens with Boeotia ; cf. iii. 9, note. 

22. Midova: he is called Χείλων by Aeschines ii. 78; cf. note on 1. 3. Which is the 
correct form is uncertain, 

27. alvrerpalrrev (1. ἀντέπραττον) : it is possible that the scribe has himself corrected 
the ε to o, 

27-8. For the secret assistance rendered to Conon by the Athenians cf. Isocr. Paneg. 
142 ἐν δὲ τῷ πολέμῳ τῷ περὶ “Pddov . . . χρώμενος δὲ ταῖς ὑπηρεσίαις ταῖς παρ᾽ ἡμῶν, στρατηγοῦντος 
δ᾽ αὐτῷ Κόνωνος. 

30. The letter after βασιλεα, if not π, can only be y. πρότερον is somewhat too long 
and is not very appropriate, since it occurs immediately afterwards in ]. 32. Bury 
suggests πρῶτον, i.e. the first embassy to the Persians since the Peace. *E|n[«]xparn 
is possible, but in that case we should expect our author to have distinguished this Epicrates 
from the democratic leader of that name mentioned in 1. 35. ro can be read in place 
of a{c], and ‘In]n[okpdtn or ΑὐἸτοκράτη is more likely ; ᾿Αρισ]τοκράτη seems to be too long. 
One of the three ambassadors, Hagnias, is known from Isae. xi. 8 ‘Ayvias οὖν ὅτε ἐκπλεῖν 
παρεσκευάζετο πρεσβεύσων ἐπὶ ταύτας ras πράξεις, and from Harpocration s. v. ‘Ayvias, τοῦτον 
kat τοὺς συμπρεσβευτὰς αὐτοῦ φησὶν ᾿Ανδροτίων ἐν πέμπτῳ τῆς ᾿Ατθίδος καὶ Φιλόχορος ὡς ἑάλωσάν 
τε καὶ ἀπέθανον. ‘Telesegorus is possibly the father of Λεωμήδης Τελεσηγόρου Κολλυτεύς who 

? 
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occurs in an inscription of the middle of the fourth century B.c. (Kirchner, of. εὖ ii. 
p- 304). The date of the embassy, which was previously uncertain, is now fixed within 
narrow limits by the mention of Φάραξ ὁ πρότερον ναύαρχος, for he is known from Xen. He//. 
iii. 2. 12, 14 to have co-operated with Dercylidas in the spring and summer of 397. 
Apart from the uncertainty as to the period of the year in which the Spartan ναύαρχοι 
entered on their command, it has been disputed whether Pharax’ term of office belongs 
to 398-7 or 397-6. Since his ναυαρχία is here spoken of as past, the present passage, 
if i. 1-iii. 7 are rightly assigned to the first half of 396, is strongly in favour of the date 
398-7; cf. iii. 9 and 23-6, notes. 

i. 33 sqq. P here diverges into a highly interesting account of the causes of the 
formation of the anti-Spartan league, and in connexion with the mission of Timocrates the 
Rhodian supplies some new information of importance. Xenophon (fell. iii. 5. 1-2) 
attributes to Tithraustes the mission of the Persian envoy with 50 talents, and specifies as 
the recipients at Thebes Androclidas, Ismenias, and Galaxidorus, at Corinth Timolaus and 
Polyanthes, at Argos Cylon and of per’ αὐτοῦ, but says of the Athenians καὶ οὐ μεταλαβόντες 
τούτου τοῦ χρυσίου ὅμως πρόθυμοι ἦσαν eis τὸν πόλεμον νομίζοντές Te αὐτῶν ἄρχεσθαι. He then 
proceeds to describe the outbreak of the Boeotian war, which he regards as the direct 
outcome of Timocrates’ bribes. Pausanias (iii. 9. 8) also connects Timocrates with 
Tithraustes, and gives a list of the recipients of the money (Cylon and Sodamas at Argos, 
Androclides, Ismenias, and Amphithemis at Thebes, Cephalus and Epicrates at Athens, 
Polyanthes and Timolaus at Argos), and like Xenophon treats the Boeotian war, in describing 
which he mentions σῖτον ἀκμάζοντα, as an effect of the mission. Plutarch too (Arfax. 20; 
cf. Lysand. 27, Ages. 15) agrees with Xenophon’s date for Timocrates. Only Polyaenus 
(i. 48) connects the episode not with Tithraustes but with Pharnabazus, Κόνων Φαρναβάζῳ 
συμμαχῶν ᾿Αγησιλάου τὴν ᾿Ασίαν πορθοῦντος ἔπεισε τὸν Πέρσην χρυσίον πέμψαι τοῖς δημαγωγοῖς, k.T.A., 
though it is possible that his statement is due to mere carelessness. Diodorus, Nepos, and 
Justin are silent on the subject. Our author, as appears both from i. 37 and ii. 4 and 32 
πόλεσι ταῖς προειρημέναις, had already described the sending of Timocrates, no doubt in its 
chronological position, in his main narrative, but ii. 33 shows that, like Polyaenus, he 
connected it with Pharnabazus, and i. 37-ii. 1 indicates that, like Pausanias, he in opposition 
to Xenophon believed in the guilt of the Athenians Epicrates and Cephalus. In ii. 1 sqq., 
however, he controverts the view that the anti-Spartan league was brought about by 
Timocrates, attributing the hostility of the states to Sparta to other and older reasons. It 
has been generally recognized that Xenophon’s account of the origin of the confederacy 
is chronologically untenable, for if Timocrates was sent by Tithraustes, who cannot have 
reached Sardis before June 395, he must have arrived in Greece after the beginning of the 
Boeotian war (of which Pausanias’ date is now confirmed by xi. 34 τούτου τοῦ θέρους), and 
therefore cannot have been the cause of it; and historians have usually accepted 
Xenophon’s date for Timocrates’ mission, and abandoned the connexion between it and the 
outbreak of the war; cf. Beloch, Gr. Gesch. ii. p. 193; Meyer, Gesch. d. Alt. v. pp. 231-2. 
Now, however, in the light of the new evidence another solution of the chronological 
difficulty in Xenophon’s account is preferable. The error lies not in making Timocrates’ 
mission precede the beginning of the war, but in supposing that he was sent by Tithraustes. 
On the view that he was inspired by Pharnabazus the difficulty vanishes, for it is clear from the 
order of the narrative in P, who does not reach the Boeotian war until xi. 34 sqq., that 
there was a considerable interval of time (more than a year) between the mission and the 
opening of hostilities in the summer of 395. The reference in προειρημέναι πόλεις (ii. 4 and 
32) seems to be to a not very distant passage, and it is possible that the description of 
Timocrates’ mission in the main narrative occurred shortly before Col. i. If so, since the 
expedition of Demaenetus took place in the first half of 396, the journey of Timocrates 
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must have occurred not later than the spring of that year. An earlier date for it would 
produce a conflict with Polyaenus, since he synchronizes the mission with the campaigns of 
Agesilaus in Asia, which began in the spring of 396. Polyaenus’ statement is not lightly 
to be disregarded, especially as a close relation between him and P has been detected in 
another passage; cf. vii. 4, note. On the other hand the argument in i. 33-ii. 1 is more 
logical if the dispatch of Timocrates preceded in point of time the embassy mentioned in 
i. 29-33, which took place in 397 (cf. 1. 30, note), and the year 397, in which Pharnabazus 
and Conon set to work to construct a fleet, is in itself a very suitable date. Hence the 
interval between the mission and the outbreak of the Boeotian war may be as much as two 
years. Even if Cols. i-iv are placed after v—viii and belong to the year 395 (cf. iii. 9, note), 
P’s date for the mission cannot be brought down later than the spring of 395, so that there 
would still remain an interval of some months between it and the Boeotian war. The 
chronological mistake made by Xenophon and others may well be due, as Meyer suggests, to 
the circumstance that the fruits of the Persian bribes were not apparent till the summer of 395. 

On the question of the date of Timocrates’ mission and the Persian who inspired 
it, P is certainly right as against Xenophon. Which account is to be followed in regard to 
the action of the Athenian democrats ? Here, too, we think P’s version is more probable 
than Xenophon’s, and that Epicrates and Cephalus, as Pausanias also states, took the 
Persian gold. There was clearly a widespread belief in the fourth century that they did so, 
as is shown not only by our author’s own view, but by that of the unnamed τινές, which he 
controverts in ii, 1-- 7, without however disputing the fact of the bribes having been received. 
Moreover, P’s explanation of the origin of the anti-Spartan feeling as due not to bribery, 
but to anterior and deeper lying causes, is eminently just, and exhibits his acute insight 
into the politics of the fourth century, in which many of the leading statesmen thought it no 
shame to be in the pay of a foreign power, so long as the policy of which they really approved 
was pursued. And if P is right, as is practically certain, in minimizing the effects of 
Timocrates’ bribes, he is probably correct also in his admission with regard to Epicrates 
and Cephalus. Xenophon must have known of the charges against them, but, exaggerating 
the part played by Persian gold in bringing about the league, and, like our author, being 
aware of the strong war feeling at Athens (the corrupt words νομίζοντές re αὐτῶν ἄρχεσθαι 
probably refer, as Meyer remarks, to the Athenian desire to recover their empire ; cf. He//. 
iii. 5. 10 καὶ μὴν ὅτι βούλοισθ' ἂν τὴν ἀρχὴν ἣν mpdrepov ἐκέκτησθε ἀναλαβεῖν πάντες ἐπιστάμεθα), 
seems to have excepted the Athenians, mainly in order that he might emphasize the accusa- 
tions of Medizing which he brings against the other allies, in particular the Thebans. 
Only in one respect does P compare unfavourably with Xenophon, the desire for personal 
profit imputed as a motive to the Athenian war party (ii. 10-14). Here he seems to be 
influenced by an anti-democratic bias, which is quite in keeping with that of Theopompus 
(cf. p. 129), and to misrepresent the natural patriotic aspirations of the Athenians to which 
Xenophon alludes, thereby coming nearer to the truth. 

36. For the omissions cf. i. 5, note. 
37. Τιμοκράτει: so also Xenophon and Pausanias. Plato (Jeno go A) calls him 

Πολυκράτης, but the fault may be due to his MSS. Plutarch in Ar/ax. 20 has the form 
“Ἑρμοκράτην and “Ἑρμοκράτους, but in the second case apparently with a variant Τιμοκράτους, 50 
that the mistake is presumably due to the MSS. 

ii. 1. τινὲς λέγζουσιν : the view which our author here controverts, and which originated 
no doubt in Sparta, coloured the sources from which Pausanias drew his information, 
and Xenophon shared it to a large extent ; cf. note on i. 33. That P included Xenophon 
among the τινές is not likely, seeing that P’s work was written little, if at all, later than 
Xenophon’s Hellenica (cf. p. 124); the reference may be to historical works which have 
perished or merely to current tradition. 
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ii. 8. Bowz[......Jyorae: if not y, the letter after the lacuna must be τ, Ἶγωται or τωται 
is very intractable; and if a correction is necessary the simplest course is to read 
στασιἤγωται, i.e. στασιῶται, the superfluous y being an example of the practice of inserting 
a y between two vowels, which is not uncommon in Ptolemaic papyri. A difficulty, 
however, then arises about the termination of Βοιωτί, for the lacuna ought to contain 
only six or seven letters. Βοιωτίων οἱ στασιΐγωται is too long, and for Βοιωτζιοι στασιΐγωται 
there is barely room. That the scribe wrote Βοιωτζοι is in any case probable (cf. |. 16), 
but Βοιωτός is not used as an adjective at this period, so that with Βοιωτίοι cract|yora two 
corrections are necessary, which is not a very satisfactory hypothesis. If στασιῶται is the 
word intended, it must apply to the Argives as well as to the Boeotians, for the two 
states are treated as exactly parallel in 1. 16, and the clause ὅτι τοῖς evar[rior|s κιτιλ. refers to 
both, which implies that there was a philo-Laconian party at Argos as well as at Thebes. 
Theban politics at this period are discussed in greater detail in xii. 31 sqq. 

13-4. This sarcastic and somewhat unfair criticism of the motives of the Athenian war 
party favours the view that our author is Theopompus; cf. note on i. 33 and p. 129. 

17. Ἱ{ιμόλαος : both Xenophon and Pausanias state that he took Timocrates’ bribes 
(cf. i. 33, note), and P no doubt admitted the fact, as he does definitely in the case of 
Epicrates and Cephalus; but he regarded Timolaus’ private quarrel with the Spartans 
as the chief reason for his present anti-Spartan attitude. In Xen. He//. iv. 2. 11 Timolaus 
appears as leader of the Corinthian contingent at the battle of Nemea. 

21-32. Of Timolaus’ exploits in the Decelean war (which is again referred to in 
xiii, 16 and 30) the expedition to Thasos must, as Meyer remarks, have occurred towards 
the end of 411. Thucydides (viii. 64) records in that year the fall of the Thasian 
democracy, the fortification of the city, and the expectation of speedy assistance from 
the Spartans, with whom the exiled Thasian oligarchs had taken refuge. In 410 Thasos 
has a Spartan harmost (Xen. /e//. i. 1. 32), so that the arrival of Timolaus with the 
Peloponnesian fleet falls in the intervening period. The incidents related in Hl. 24-32 
therefore occurred just after the point at which Thucydides’ history breaks off, and the 
reference in 1]. 27-8 to a former mention of them (probably in the main narrative) is 
important as an indication that the present work was a continuation of Thucydides ; 
cf. p. 122. The earlier exploit, the plundering of certain islands (ll. 22-4), probably took 
place in 412 or early in 411, and is passed over by Thucydides. 

26. σιχιον must be corrupt, and more probably conceals the name of the Athenian 
strategus than a reference to Chios. The only name among the known Athenian strategi 
at that period which remotely resembles S:ytos is Στρομβιχίδης (Thue. viii. 13-79), but he is 
not likely to be meant. 

27. ὥσπερ εἴρηκίά πΊου καὶ πρότερον : Cf. xii. 32 ὥσπερ καὶ πρότερον εἴρηκα, and ii. 21-- 
32, note. 

29. ἔπ]εμψαν : παρέπεμψαν would be expected (cf. Dem. viii. 25 παραπέμπεσθαι τὰ πλοῖα 
τὰ αὑτῶν), but κ[αὶ ἃ παρέπ]εμψαν τρία [πλοῖ]α is not satisfactory. 

30. Wilamowitz suggests [τὰς ἕνδεκα] in the lacuna. 
33. Φαρνάβαζον: cf. i. 33, note. 
34. The curious order of the words ἐπηρμένοι μισεῖν ἦσαν is due to the desire to avoid 

hiatus; cf. xi. 22, note. 
iii. 1-5. That Fr. 1 belongs to the top of this column is practically certain, (1) from 

internal evidence of its suitability to this context ; (2) from the colour of the papyrus, which 
resembles that of Cols. i-ii in being much lighter than the rest ; (3) from the recto, which 
has the beginnings of two lines that suit the first two lines of the column of the land-survey 
on the recto of Col. ii. The remainder of Col. iii (which on the recto has the ends of lines 
of a column of the land-survey) is on a separate fragment, but the correctness of its 
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position admits of no doubt ; cf. ὁ δὲ Μίλ]ων εἰς Αἴγιναν in]. 6. Since the width of the gap 
separating Fr. 1 from the bulk of Col. iii cannot be determined with absolute precision, 
and the beginnings of lines are lost throughout this column, the size of the lacuna on each 
side of Fr. 1 may be slightly larger or smaller than we have supposed in our restoration, 
which proceeds on the assumption that 5 or 6 letters are missing at the beginning and 8 or 
g in the middle of Il. 1-5. 

It is not clear whose ship Demaenetus took possession of. Aeschines ii. 78 (cf. i. 3, 
note) states that he συγκατεναυμάχησε Χείλωνα (i.e. Milon), and Wilamowitz, reading τῆς ν]εώς 
in vii. 2, thinks that Demaenetus captured Milon’s ship. To this there are the objections : 
(1) that it is not easy to see how Demaenetus obtained possession of Milon’s ship without 
capturing Milon himself, who, as appears from |. 6, returned safely to Aegina ; (2) that the 
plural αὐτῶν in 1. 2 suits the inhabitants of a place just mentioned (cf. vi. 24-5 εἰς ᾿Αμφίπολιν 
καταπλεύσας καὶ παρ᾽ ἐκείνων) better than the Spartans; (3) the remains of |. 7 suggest that 
Demaenetus took flight on Milon’s approach rather than that he gave action. Hence 
we prefer to regard αὐτῶν as the inhabitants either of Thoricus or, reading ἐπὶ Πολυ ... .. 
or Il. ap ...., of that place, though we are unable to suggest a suitable place-name. 
pias ν]εώς is, however, not satisfactory, and τῆς would suit the space better. For τινός there 
is no room, but του (Bury) is possible. 

6-7. Something like pera τῆς τριήρους ἀπέπλευσε is required, 

Cols. iii. 7-iv. 42 = chs. IV-V. Zhe Naval War. 

ili. 9. The mutilation of this passage, which if complete would have explained the 
chronological system adopted by our author, is much to be deplored. If Cols. i-iv are 
correctly placed before v—viii, which describe Agesilaus’ campaign in the spring and early 
summer of 395, the θέρος in iii. 9 must be that of 396, and the ‘8th year’, of which the 
beginning is noted in 1. 10, is 396-5. An earlier date is excluded by the description 
of Pharax in i. 31-2 as ὁ πρύτερον ναύαρχος ; for he is known to have held that office in the 
spring and summer of 397 (cf. i. 30, note), and since the expedition of Demaenetus, 
in connexion with which he is mentioned, falls within the seventh year of P’s reckoning and 
Pharax’ term of office was then already over, it is impossible to make the 8th year begin 
in 3907. Granted that the θέρος in iii. 9 refers to 396 and is the beginning of the 8th year 
(the possibility ofits referring to 395 will be discussed later), it remains doubtful what month 
P precisely regarded as the starting-point. ‘Thucydides, who divides each year of the war 
into two equal parts, θέρος and χειμών, makes the former begin in the spring (cf. 6. g. iv. 117 
ἅμα ἦρι τοῦ ἐπιγιγνομένου θέρους), and Xenophon in fell. i-ii. 3, where he is influenced by 
the annalistic method of Thucydides, similarly reckons in years beginning with the spring. 
Since P’s work is probably, like Xenophon’s, a continuation of Thucydides’ history 
(cf. p. 122) and seems to be constructed on chronological principles, which if not as strict 
as those of Thucydides are more careful than Xenophon’s, there is a certain presumption that 
he too reckoned in years which began in the spring; and iii. 11 may even have commenced 
with some phrase like ἔαρος ἀρχομένου. On the other hand θέρος in iii. 9 might very well 
refer to midsummer, the starting-point of the Olympiads and year of the Attic archons. The 
later columns are compatible with either hypothesis: v-viii cover the period from about 
March—June 395, xi-xxi that from about July—November of the same year, and the 
transition from the 8th to the gth year would, if it was noted and took place in the spring, 
naturally occur in the gap between Cols. iv and v, while if it was at midsummer, it would 
occur in the gap before Col. xi. In xi. 34 τούτου τοῦ θέρους referring to the war between 
Boeotia and Phocis probably means July, and the fact that the Theban intrigues and the 
dispute between Phocis and Locris, which are narrated in xiv. 21 sqq., began before 
midsummer (cf. xiv. 21, note) provides no argument against the view that the 9th year began in 
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midsummer, for there is no reason to think that P’s arrangement of facts was so strictly 
annalistic as to prevent his grouping together an intimately connected series of incidents 
belonging to the conclusion of the 8th and the beginning of the 9th year. The later 
columns being thus indecisive, the question what is meant by θέρος in iii. 9 has to be decided 
by the evidence of Cols. i-iv. Assuming—as is most probable but by no means absolutely 
certain—that the incidents in i. 1-iii. 7 refer to the conclusion of the 7th year and those 
in iii. 11 544. to the beginning of the Sth, it is on the whole more satisfactory to regard the 
θέρος in which the 8th year began as midsummer, not spring. The narrative of the 
expedition of Demaenetus does not help, for the only definite mark of date connected 
with it is the mention of Pharax as the former ναύαρχος, and if Pharax’ term of office 
ended, as is likely, in the autumn of 397 (cf. iii. 23-6, note) the expedition may have taken 
place during the winter of 397-6 just as well as in the spring or early summer of 396. But 
the account of the naval war in iii. 11 sqq. favours the view that the 8th year began in the 
summer. It would be surprising in the first place that the narrative of the 8th year, if this 
began in the spring, should commence with the comparatively unimportant naval war 
in place of the expedition of Agesilaus to Asia. Secondly, the arrival of the reinforcements 
from Phoenicia (iii. 23-6, cf. note) is more likely to have occurred towards the end than 
at the beginning of 396, for though Diodorus seems to have placed that event too late, 
the view that these reinforcements were available to Conon throughout the campaign of 396 
does not well accord with the statements of Isocrates about the blockade of Caunus. 
Thirdly, the arrival of the new Spartan ναύαρχος (probably Pollis), which happened soon 
after the beginning of the 8th year (iii. 21, note), suits the late summer better than the 
spring, not merely because the summer or autumn was the normal time in which a new 
ναύαρχος entered on his duties, but because the arrival of Cheiricrates, the successor of Pollis, 
is definitely fixed by xv. 33 for the late summer (about July or August) of 395. If, therefore, 
the new ναύαρχος of iii. 21 came out in the spring, either he remained in office considerably 
more than a year, or he was not Pollis but some unknown individual, and Pollis’ arrival 
occurred later, the notice of it in P being lost. Of these two alternatives the second would 
be preferable to the first, for great as are the irregularities connected with the Spartan 
vavapxia (cf. iii. 21, note), there is no precedent for a ναύαρχος who took over the command 
in the spring remaining in that position until the summer of the year following, and the 
mention of Pollis in iii. 21 is of course conjectural. No one of the arguments in 
favour of treating the θέρος in iii. 9. as midsummer is very strong, but together they seem 
to counterbalance the presumption in favour of the other explanation created by the 
example of Thucydides and Xenophon, and for the present we leave the question open. 
In any case P does not use the Attic archons for dating purposes, but like Thucydides and 
Xenophon reckons back to a fixed point. What this was is owing to the lacuna in 1. ro not 
definitely ascertainable. It is not the end of the Peloponnesian war as foreshadowed by 
Thucydides v. 26, where he states his intention of carrying his history up to the surrender 
of Athens; for the capture of the city by Lysander took place on Munychion 16 = April 24, 
404 according to Plutarch Zysand. 15, and the 8th year on P’s system being 396-5, his 
epoch-year is 403-2, not 404-3. Xenophon, however (or rather, as is generally supposed, 
his interpolator), in Ae//. ii. 3. 9 treats the capitulation of Samos in the autumn of 404 
as the end of the war, and in any case it would seem that P connected the events of 404, 
including the capture of Samos and the despotism of the Thirty, with the war, and made 
a fresh start in the spring or summer of 403, i.e. approximately from the archonship 
of Euclides, a well-known landmark in Greek history. The restoration of the Athenian 
democracy and the general amnesty occurred on Boedromion 12 (= Oct. 4) 403 (Plut. de 
glor. Ath. 7). On this view iii. 9-10 should perhaps be restored τῇ μὲν [εἰρήνῃ τῇ πρὸς 
᾿Αθηναίους. 
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Our discussion has so far proceeded on the fundamental assumption that Cols. i-iv are 
rightly placed before v—viii, and we have hitherto left out of account the hypothesis that the 
θέρος in iii. 9 may refer not to 396 but to 395. It is not worth while reviewing in detail 
the consequences that would ensue from the combination of the present arrangement of 
Cols. i-viii with the view that the θέρος belongs to 395, for that hypothesis would remove 
none of the difficulties which have led us to place Cols. i-iv before v—viii, and would not be 
supported by the chief argument for transposing v—viii before i—iv, the fact that Cols. i-iv are in 
the same hand as that of vi. 27—xxi (cf. p. 114). If the θέρος in iii. 9. refers to 395, there 
is not the least doubt that Cols. v-viii should precede i-iv, not follow them, What are the 
results of this arrangement ? 

In the first place the θέρος of iii. g would necessarily mean midsummer not spring, for 
the account of Agesilaus’ campaign in the spring and early summer of 395 would have 
preceded ; accordingly Demaenetus’ expedition would have occurred in the spring or early 
summer of 395. ‘There is no insuperable objection to this, although the change of policy on 
the part of Thrasybulus and the moderate democrats with regard to a war with Sparta would 
become very sudden, and it is more satisfactory to suppose at least a year’s interval between 
the events described in i. 7-25 and the unanimously voted alliance of Athens with Boeotia 
in the late summer of 395; cf. i. 16, note. With regard to Pharax, the mention of him as 
ὁ πρότερον ναύαρχος would merely cease to bear strongly on the vexed question of the date 
of his ναυαρχία, since whether he was ναύαρχος in 398-7 or 397-6, he would equally be 
ὁ πρότερον vavapxos in the spring of 395. ‘The really serious difficulties begin when we try 
to imagine what could have stood in the lacuna in iii. 10, and what reasons P had for 
taking as his epoch the remarkably uneventful year 402-1, corresponding to the archonship 
of Micon. ‘That P should have grouped the events of the year of ἀναρχία with the 
Peloponnesian war is perfectly intelligible, but that he should have also included in it 
the whole of the archonship of Euclides, and made a fresh start with the Attic new year 
following the amnesty is very extraordinary. At the time when v-—vili were placed before 

. iriv, Meyer suggested for iii. 10 τῇ μὲν [τῶν Λακεδαιμονίων ἀρχῇ OF ἡγεμονίᾳ, i.e. the definitive 

organization of the Spartan hegemony, but we should certainly expect some particular event 
of well-known importance to be mentioned there, not a vague phrase. And, since no 
important historical incident occurred in the archonship of Micon at all, the choice of 
402-1 as a starting-point would remain a complete enigma. Problems of still greater 
difficulty would, however, arise in connexion with the appearance of the new ναύαρχος ; for 
that he was Pollis, the predecessor of Cheiricrates, would be practically certain, and it would 
become necessary to suppose either that he disappeared almost immediately after his arrival, 
or that in iii. rr sqq. P has abandoned altogether the chronological sequence of events and 
reverted to incidents which took place long before the beginning of the 8th year. Neither 
of the two explanations is at all satisfactory; cf. ili. 21, note, and iii. 23-6, note, 
where the whole question of the chronology of this period is discussed more in detail. The 
overwhelming difficulties which ensue concerning the starting-point of P’s system of years 
and the vavapyia of Pollis, if the θέρος in iii. g refers to 395, seem to us much to outweigh the 
advantages which-result from placing Cols. v—viii before i-iv: for apart from the argument 
based on the change of hands which is far from conclusive (cf. p. 115), especially as the 
margin before Col. i suggests that it is the commencement of a new book or section, the 
only gain afforded by making Cols. v—viii precede i—iv is that it would then be easy to bring 
P into harmony with Diodorus as to the date of the arrival of the reinforcements from 
Phoenicia recorded in iii. 23-6, It is, however, not absolutely certain that P and Diodorus 
differ on this point even if the θέρος belongs to 396, and in any case the apparent order of 
events in P possesses such manifest advantages over their sequence in Diodorus that we 
are prepared to admit an error on the part of the latter; cf. p. 213. 

P 
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iii, rr sqq. Ρ now turns to the naval war, the fragmentary account of which bristles 
with difficulties. The first is the identity of the person -apos (-dpos cannot be read) who 
occurs in ]. rr and again apparently in Il. 19 and 30. The context (especially the mentions 
of Pharnabazus in ll. 16 and 36) indicates that he was on the side of the Persians, not of 
the Spartans; and if ll. 11-20 all refer to him he seems to have been in command of the 
fleet and to have had negotiations with Pharnabazus concerning the pay (cf. xv. 37, sqq.), 
while Il. 28-31 perhaps refer to his departure as the result of some new arrangement about 
the command introduced by Pharnabazus, his place being apparently taken by Conon 
(1. 31). Against this interpretation may be urged the fact that in the account of Diodorus, 
who owing to the silence of Xenophon is practically the sole authority for the naval 
operations between the building of the Persian fleet and the battle of Cnidus, Conon is 
throughout in command of the Persian fleet; cf. xiv. 39. 2 τῷ δὲ Κόνωνι περὶ τῆς ναυαρχίας 
διαλεχθεὶς ἐπέστησεν (sc. Pharnabazus) αὐτὸν ἐπὶ τὴν θάλατταν ἡγεμόνα, and 81. 4 Κόνων 6 τῶν 
Περσῶν ναύαρχος. At the battle of Cnidus, however, Xenophon (/e//. iv. 3. 11) speaks of 
Pharnabazus as ναύαρχος, and it seems possible that at the period with which Col. iii is concerned 
Conon, though really directing the operations, was nominally subject to a Persian com- 
mander other than Pharnabazus. That -apos was one of Conon’s lieutenants is not likely, 
for both P (xi. ro-1) and Diodorus mention Hieronymus and Nicophemus as acting in 
this capacity (cf. note ad Joc.) ; that he was a Spartan ναύαρχος is still less probable, for even if 
11. 16-8 refer to Conon’s negotiations with Pharnabazus, not to -apos, the Spartan fleet 
seems to be mentioned for the first time in I. 20, and the ἀρχή of -apos in |. 30 most probably 
refers to the vavapyia in 1. 28, which in view of the context is almost certainly the Persian, 
not the Spartan. 

12. ἐἤκεῖ: probably Caunus, the head quarters of the Persian fleet in the Aegean 
(cf. ll. 24 sqq.). That Rhodes, which became the head quarters later, had already revolted 
from Sparta is on the whole unlikely ; cf. iii. 23-6, note. 

17-8. Perhaps βουλόμενος τῷ Φαρναβάζῳ συμμεῖξαι; cf. xv. 37. 

21. Πόλλις]: cf. xv. 32-5, where the arrival of Cheiricrates as successor to Pollis is 
mentioned as having taken place before Conon’s visit to Tithraustes and the mutiny. 
Both ναύαρχοι were previously unknown. Since Cheiricrates’ arrival is there mentioned in terms 
which seem to imply that this had not been previously referred to, it is not at all satisfactory 
to restore ἀφίκετο Χειρικράτης here, and Πόλλις may be regarded as practically certain. That 
the ναναρχία at Sparta was an annual office is generally agreed, but whether it normally was 
entered upon in midsummer or in the autumn is much disputed. Meyer, who*formerly 
(Gesch. d. All. iv. p. 619) agreed with Beloch (PAz/o/. xliii. p. 261) in accepting midsummer, 
now agrees with Lohse (Quaest. chronol. ad Xenoph. Hell. pertinentes, pp. 43 544.) and with 
Beloch’s former view (Rhein. Mus. xxxiv. p. 119) in regarding the autumn, i.e. the be- 
ginning of the official Spartan year, as the normal commencement of the term of 
office of the ναύαρχοι. But whatever may have been the rule, there is no doubt that there 
were great irregularities in practice. Lysander, for instance, was in command not from 
autumn to autumn or even summer to summer, but from spring to spring; cf. Lohse, /. ¢. 
But since the episode in connexion with which Cheiricrates is mentioned is related by P 
after the Boeotian war, which took place in the summer (xi. 34), and before the campaign 
of Agesilaus in the late summer and autumn, Cheiricrates’ arrival must have occurred soon 
after midsummer, 395. He is mentioned again in connexion with the autumn campaign 
(xxi. 26), and was no doubt succeeded in the course of the winter by Pisander, who fell at 
the battle of Cnidus in August 394; cf. xv. 33, note. Cheiricrates’ predecessor, Pollis, 
would therefore be expected to have come out in the summer or autumn of 396, and 
the great probability of this date for Pollis’ arrival is one of the chief reasons for putting 
Cols. i-iv before v—viii in spite of the difficulty caused by the change of hands; cf. iii. 9, 
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note. For if Cols. i-iv are placed after v-viii and the 8th year in iii. 9 is 395-4, not 396-5, 
the advent of Pollis seems to coincide almost with his replacement by Cheiricrates. This 
conflict of evidence can only be explained in one of two ways. It is possible that Pollis 
entered office in the summer of 395, but only held it for a very short time before being 
succeeded by Cheiricrates. It is, however, not satisfactory to suppose that he was recalled 
so soon, still less that he died, for he is likely to be identical with the Pollis who was 
ἐπιστολεύς in 393-2 (Xen. Hell. iv. 8. 11), and perhaps with the ναύαρχος of that name in 376 
(Xen. Hel/. v. 4. 61). Or secondly, Pollis may have entered office in the summer of 396, 
and on the hypothesis that Cols. i-iv follow v—viii the mention of his arrival is out of its 
proper chronological position. It must then be supposed that in relating the naval war 
P has departed from the fairly strict chronological arrangement followed by him in 
narrating the campaigns of Agesilaus and events in Greece, and has grouped together in 
Col. iii sqq. a series of events beginning with some which ought to have been mentioned 
long before. This explanation, however, is also very unsatisfactory, for in the subsequent 
sections dealing with the naval war (xi. 1-34, xv. 32—Xviii. 33) the chronological arrangement is 
adhered to at the price of dividing the narrative of Conon’s operations into two parts 
separated from each other by the account of the Boeotian war; and since iii. g—10 seem to 
record the conclusion of one year and the beginning of another, it is singularly difficult to 
regard the events next related as really belonging to the beginning of the year just 
concluded. 

22. ᾿Αρχελαΐδα : this seems to be the name of a ship rather than of a place; cf. Frs. 19. 
8 and 20. 11, where it is perhaps mentioned again. Possibly there is some connexion 
with Archelaus king of Macedonia, a country which is mentioned in ix. 29. 

23-6. Cf. Diod. xiv. 79. 8 παρεγενήθησαν δὲ τῷ Κόνωνι τριήρεις ἐνενήκοντα, δέκα μὲν ἀπὸ 
Κιλικίας, ὀγδοήκοντα δ᾽ ἀπὸ Φοινίκης, ὧν ὁ Σιδωνίων δυνάστης εἶχε τὴν ἡγεμονίαν, a passage which 
is no doubt derived directly or indirectly from P (cf. p. 137), though whether Diodorus and 
P agreed exactly with regard to the numbers of the ships is by no means certain in view of 
the differences between them as to numbers elsewhere; cf. v. 13-6, 60, and vi. 21, notes. 
There is also the difficulty in Diodorus’ account that these 90 ships added to the 80 which 
Conon possessed previously (xiv. 79. 6) make 170 triremes, but in his description of the 
battle of Cnidus (83. 4) the Persian fleet consists of only τριήρεις... πλείους τῶν ἐνενήκοντα, 
against 85 on the side of the Spartans. Xenophon, however, (e//. iv. 3. 12) states that the 
Spartan fleet was greatly inferior in numbers, so that πλείους τῶν ἐνενήκοντα seems to imply 
too low an estimate. 

Diodorus’ statement concerning the arrival of the 90 ships comes at the end of 
a section dealing with the naval war (79. 4-8), in which he previously recounts the assistance 
offered by the king of Egypt to the Spartans, the blockade of Conon with 40 ships at 
-Caunus by Pharax, the Spartan ναύαρχος, with 120 ships, the relief of Conon by Pharnabazus 
and Artaphernes, the revolt of Rhodes from the Spartans, and the capture by Conon of the 
Egyptian corn-ships which sailed to Rhodes in ignorance of the revolt. These incidents of 
the naval war he synchronizes with the dispatch of Agesilaus to Asia and his first campaign 
(79. 4 τούτων δὲ πραττομένων, referring to 79. 1-3); the second campaign of Agesilaus, which 
corresponds to Cols. v—viii, follows immediately afterwards (80. 1 μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα), being 
succeeded by the Boeotian war and the battle of Haliartus (81. 1 τῶν δὲ κατὰ τὴν ᾿Ασίαν τοῦτον 
τὸν τρόπον διῳκημένων), and Conon’s visit to Babylon (81. 4-6). The events of all three 
‘chapters 79~81 are assigned by Diodorus to the year 396-5, but his narrative of the two 
‘preceding years 398-7 and 397-6 deals only with Sicilian history, and it is clear that in 
those three chapters the events of two or more years have been compressed into one. 
Isocrates (Paneg. 142) speaks of the Persian fleet being blockaded (πολιορκούμενον) for 
three years ἐν τῷ πολέμῳ τῷ περὶ ἹΡόδον ; but πολιορκούμενον is clearly a rhetorical exaggeration, 

P2 
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and it is not certain whether he is referring to the years 397-5 or 396-4. Beloch (Gr. 
Gesch. ii. p. 146), supported by Lohse, of. εἴ. pp. 24 sqq., takes the former view, placing 
the arrival of Conon at Caunus and the siege and relief of that place in 397, principally 
on account of the mention of Pharax, who is known from Xen. /el//. iii. 2. 12 to have 
accompanied Dercylidas in his campaign of 397, which began in the spring. The revolt 
of Rhodes is referred by Beloch to the summer of 395, by Lohse to the summer of 396. 
Meyer, on the other hand (of. c7/. v. pp. 208-9), connecting Paneg. 142 with Zvag. 64, 
where it is stated that the king Λακεδαιμονίων ἐντὸς τριῶν ἐτῶν ἀφείλετο τὴν ἀρχήν, 1. 6. in the 
three years 396—4 up to the battle of Cnidus in August 394 (cf. Paneg. 154 and vag. 56 
through Conon’s fleet Λακεδαιμόνιοι μὲν κατεναυμαχήθησαν καὶ τῆς ἀρχῆς ἀπεστερήθησαν, οἱ δ᾽ 
Ἕλληνες ἠλευθερώθησαν), postpones the arrival of Conon at Caunus and the siege of that 
town by Pharax to the spring of 396, placing the revolt of Rhodes at about the beginning 
of 395. That the naval war did not begin in the summer of 397 is, he thinks, implied by 
Xenophon, Hell. iii. 4. 1, where the commotion at Sparta caused by the news of the Persian 
preparations of a large fleet brings about the expedition of Agesilaus, which left Greece in 
the spring of 396. The chief objections to this view are (1) that it implies a very long 
term of office as ναύαρχος for Pharax, who is known to have been already acting in that 
capacity in the spring and early summer of 397, and (2) that if his operations in Asia 
against Conon took place in 396 it is difficult to account for his presence at Syracuse about 
midsummer of that year; cf. Diod. xiv. 63. 4 and 70. 2, where Φαρακίδας is no doubt identical 
with Φάραξ, though Diodorus is almost certainly wrong in still calling him ναύαρχος. More- 
over, as Lohse remarks (of. ci#. pp. 26-7), the fear aroused at Sparta in 396 by the scale 
of the Persian preparations is not inconsistent with the supposition that the Persians had 
already a fleet of 40 ships in 397, and the three years of Isocr. Hvag. in which the king 
ἀφείλετο τὴν ἀρχήν are likely to be different from the three years of the Paveg. in which the 
Persian fleet was blockaded, and may be 395-3. Lohse’s discussion of this point requires 
some modification in the light of the evidence from P that the visit of Conon to the Persian 
court happened not in the summer of 395 but in the following winter, but on the main 
questions of the date of Pharax’ vavapyia and the distinction between the three years of the 
Paneg. from those of the Zvag. we agree with him against Meyer. 

The account of the democratic rising (ἐπανάστασις) at Rhodes in xi, 1-34 presupposes 
that the expulsion of the Spartans and the admission of Conon’s fleet had taken place some 
time previously, the government of the island being in the interval in the hands of the 
Atayépetor. Since the revolution is clearly assigned by P to the summer of 395 (cf. xi. 34 
τούτου τοῦ θέρους), the expulsion of the Spartans can hardly have occurred later than the 
winter of 396-5. That P’s account of this immediately preceded that of the ἐπανάστασις is 
unlikely, for there is no reference in xi. 1-34 to the Spartans, and the rising of the democrats 
and the expulsion of the Spartans belong to different years according to P’s reckoning, 
The question then arises whether the expulsion of the Spartans took place before or after 
the events recorded in Col. iii. If these belong to 395 it would be necessary to suppose 
that the revolt of Rhodes from the Spartans preceded them, for there would be only 
a very brief interval of time (one or two months at most) between the arrival of Pollis and 
the democratic revolution, P would then confirm Diodorus’ statement that the reinforce- 
ments from Phoenicia arrived after the revolt of Rhodes. But it is in any case more 
probable that Pollis’ arrival took place in the summer of 396 (cf. iii. 9 and 21, notes); 
and if so there is an interval of practically a year between Cols, iii and xi, which gives ample 
time for the expulsion of the Spartans during this period, Unfortunately the remains of 
Col. iii are insufficient by themselves to show definitely whether the expulsion of the Spartans 
from Rhodes had taken place or not. On the one hand Caunus not Rhodes seems to be 
the head quarters of the Persian fleet ; and if ’Aprape]py7[s] be read in iii, 37 the situation may, 
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as Meyer suggests, correspond to that in Diod. xiv. 79. 5, when Pharnabazus and Artaphernes 
came to the rescue of Conon at Caunus, Rhodes being still held by the Spartans. On the 
other hand xi. 9 and xv. 36 show that even after Rhodes had become the head quarters of 
the Persian fleet Conon was in the habit of visiting Caunus, and it is possible that 
a mention of Rhodes in connexion with the Persian fleet occurred in iii. 11-2. 
Moreover, if the expulsion of the Spartans occurred after the events recorded in Col. iii, 
there is a discrepancy between P and Diodorus as to the date of the arrival of the 
reinforcements, since Diodorus places that event after the defection of Rhodes. In itself there 
is nothing at all improbable in the view that these reinforcements played a part in causing 
Rhodes to revolt from the Spartans, but we have some hesitation, in consideration of the 
agreements between P and Diodorus elsewhere, in accepting so serious a divergence between 
them as to the order of the events described in Diod. xiv. 79. 4-8, especially as the placing 
of Cols i-iv after v—viii would bring P into harmony with Diodorus on this point. On the 
whole, however, in view of the advantages gained by the hypothesis that the arrival of the 
reinforcements preceded the revolt, and the inextricable difficulties caused by maintaining 
that the events in iii, r1 sqq. belong to 395, we prefer to suppose that the order of events 
in Diodorus is erroneous, and that the arrival of the reinforcements occurred in the late 
summer or autumn of 396, the revolt of Rhodes in the same autumn or the following 
winter, the account of the latter event being probably lost between Cols. iii and v. 

The accuracy of Diodorus’ narrative of the naval war in xiv. 79. 4-8 having been denied 
in One important particular, it becomes somewhat doubtful how far the rest of it is to be 
trusted. If the siege of Caunus was conducted by Pharax, this must certainly be referred 
to 397, not to 396. For apart from other objections to the supposition that his ναυαρχία ex- 
tended to 396 (cf. p. 212), since Pharax is called ὁ πρότερον ναύαρχος (i. 31) in the year preceding 
the 8th year mentioned in iii, 9 and the arrival of Pollis apparently belongs to the 8th year 
(or at any rate to 396), it is very unlikely that he was the immediate predecessor of Pollis. 
And if another ναύαρχος intervened Pharax’ term of office cannot have extended into 396. 
The probable chronology of the ναύαρχοι is in our opinion 398—7 (autumn) Pharax; 397 
(autumn) to 396 (autumn) unknown ; 396 (autumn) to 395 (summer) Pollis; 395 (summer— 
winter) Cheiricrates ; 394 Pisander (cf. xv. 33, note). Hence P on the whole seems to 
support Beloch’s chronology of the naval war against that of Meyer. To make P 
consistent with Meyer’s view that the naval war began in 396, it is necessary to suppose 
that Pharax in Diodorus xiv. 79. 5 is a mistake for Pollis or his unknown predecessor. 
There is, however, as Meyer remarks, a good deal to be said for treating Φάραξ there as an 
error, for if the siege of Caunus began in 397, when Pharax was with Dercylidas in Caria, 
Diodorus ought to have mentioned it in his account of Dercylidas’ campaign in xiv. 39, and 
the indecisive character of the operations on land, which ended ina tame avoidance of battle 
and a truce for further negotiations, ill accords with the hypothesis that the Spartans had in 
397 So large a fleet as 120 ships in the Aegean, and were taking active measures against 
Conon. It is possible, therefore, to limit Pharax’ period of office to 397, and yet to regard 
the naval war as commencing in the spring of 396, for apart from the mention of Pharax 
in Diod. xiv. 79. 4 there is no clear evidence that Conon came to Caunus before 396. The 
substitution of another name for Pharax in that passage would however still be compatible 
with Conon’s arrival there in 397, for Diodorus’ expression with regard to Conon (διατρίβοντα 
δ᾽ ἐν Καύνῳ μετὰ νεῶν τεσσαράκοντα) is quite vague. And since the rhetorical exaggeration in 
Isocr, Paneg. 142 (cf. p. 211) is more excusable if the three years of the siege refer to 
397-5 instead of 396-4, it does not seem worth while to reject Diodorus’ statement that 
Pharax besieged Conon, though the number of the Lacedaemonian ships (120) may well 
be too large. The connexion suggested by Meyer between iii. 37 and the relief of Conon 
by Pharnabazus and Artaphernes (cf. p. 212) is therefore not very probable, 
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iii. 26. [ἀπὸ Φοινίκης (cf. Diod. 1. c.) is unlikely, as Φοινίκων occurs in |. 23, applying to 
the whole fleet. Perhaps [ἀπὸ Σιδῶνος kai. ..; but the division ἃς ΓΑκτων is very uncertain. 
The name ἴΑκτων is not known, and Ἰασακτων may be all part of the name of the 
Sidonian. 

30. 7. apos: the vestige of a letter before a would suit y or r best, but is also com- 
patible with x, o, v, or x. It is of course quite uncertain how many letters intervene 
between ] . apos and μὲν οὖν. 

34. Perhaps καὶ διαβὰς ὡς τάχι)στα rorap[d]y, as proposed by Bury, who suggested 
καλούμενον in 1]. 35. 

35. εἰς λίμνη]ν τὴν K[aluviav: there was a large lake a little north of Caunus, which was 
connected with it by a river, i.e. the ποταμ[ὸ]ν τὸν Καύϊνιον of 1. 34, or Κάλβις, as it is called 
by Strabo xiv. 651 εἶτα Καῦνος καὶ ποταμὸς πλησίον Κάλβις βαθὺς ἔχων εἰσαγωγήν. 

36. Κοΐνωνος : the supposed « has been corrected. 
37. Ἰρνη[9] : perhaps Maoie]orm[s|, who is mentioned in xvi. 27 as having been 

appointed by Tithraustes to command the Persian forces along with Ariaeus, or 
"Apragée|pyy{s], who, according to Diod. xiv. 79. 5, came with Pharnabazus to the help 
of Conon at Caunus (cf. iii. 23-6, note), unless indeed ᾿Αρταφέρνης there is a mistake for 
Πασιφέρνης, a name not known apart from xvi. 27. 

40-3. Fr. 2, containing the letters Ἰυφιλί, Jao[, Ἰηλθῖ, and Ἰεασαΐ, is placed here chiefly 
on the evidence of colour; the recto is blank at this point, and the proposed arrangement 
is by no means certain. 

Col. v. 1-vii. 4 = chs. VI-VII. Ageselaus in Asia. 

v. 1. The supposed stops at the beginning of this line and |. 3 may represent the 
tip of a letter. The second scribe sometimes fails to insert stops when he leaves a 
space, e.g. inl. 6. 

4. ἡ μὲν [οὖν: a new section probably begins here. Whether the preceding lines 
concerned Agesilaus’ preparations at Ephesus (cf. Xen. /Ye//. ili. 4. 16-9) or events in 
another part of the world is quite uncertain. 

4. π᾿ of στρατοπ εἶδον is corrected, and the vestiges after orpar indicate something more 
than o. Perhaps the scribe began to write orparevpa. 

8. For Καἰ ὑσ]τρι[ον πεδίον cf. Diodorus xiv. 80. 1 μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα ᾿Αγησίλαος μὲν ἐξαγαγὼν 
τὴν δύναμιν εἰς τὸ Kavorpov πεδίον καὶ τὴν περὶ Σίπυλον χώραν ἐδήωσε τὰς τῶν ἐγχωρίων κτήσεις. 
The épn in 1. 9 probably refer to Sipylus. Xenophon does not state Agesilaus’ route 
to Sardis. 

9-1ο. Possibly ταξάμεϊνος εἰς πλινθίον ; cf. 1. 34 and Diod. /. c. ᾿Αγησίλαος δὲ εἰς πλινθίον 
συντάξας τοὺς στρατιώτας. But though the πλινθίον must have been mentioned before 1. 34, 
it would be more naturally introduced after the mention of Tissaphernes in ll. 14-6, i.e. in 
ll. 17 sqq., where the manceuvres of the march are described. Moreover the & of ταξαμε 
is very doubtful, and the correct division may be τὰ ὄρη ra. que... 

13-6. Cf. Diod. Δ ες. Τισσαφέρνης δὲ μυρίους μὲν ἱππεῖς πεντακισμυρίους δὲ πεζοὺς ἀθροίσας 
ἐπηκολούθει τοῖς Λακεδαιμονίοις. Wilamowitz proposes πεζοὺς μὲν πεντ]ακισχιλίους κα[ὶ] μυρίους 
ἔχων, ἱππέας δὲ μυρίων ο]ὐκ ἐλάττους, and would bring the figures in Diodorus into agreement 
with P by emending πεντακισμυρίους into πεντακισ(χιλίους Kai) μυρίους. But P and Diodorus 
differ elsewhere in regard to figures (cf. notes on v. 60 and vi. 21), and the ἱππεῖς may well 
have been mentioned before the πεζοί, as in Diod. Δ c. and in xxi. 12 (though not in 
vii. 41). The restoration suggested in our text produces a conflict with Diodorus as 
to the number of the ἱππεῖς, but not necessarily in that of the πεζοί, since πεντακισμυρίων 
would suit the space. That figure is very high; but cf. Pausan, ili. 9. 6 γενομένης δὲ. πρὸς 
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Τισσαφέρνην σατράπην τῶν περὶ ᾿Ιωνίαν μάχης ἐν Ἕρμου πεδίῳ τήν τε ἵππον τῶν Περσῶν ἐνίκησεν 
ὁ ᾿Αγησίλαος καὶ τὸ πεζὸν τότε πλεῖστον ἀθροισθὲν μετά ye τὸν Ξέρξου στρατόν. The agreement 
between. P and Diodorus, supported by Pausanias, concerning the movements of 
Tissaphernes’ troops is very striking. Xenophon (fell. iii. 4. 21, Ages. 1. 29) gives 

.a wholly different account; according to him, the satrap expecied an invasion of Caria, 
and dispatched his infantry thither and his horse to the plain of the Maeander, so that 
Agesilaus reached the neighbourhood of Sardis unmolested and never met the Persian 
infantry at all; cf. note on v. 59. 

17-9. The restorations are due to Bury, who further suggests κατιδὼν αὐτούς in 1. 14 and 
continues in 1]. 20-2 GA]Aws καὶ xpalrivas τὴν τάξιν, ἐποιεῖτο δὲ τῆς] στρατηγίας [ἀπόδειξιν αὐτοῦ, 
a passing compliment to Agesilaus’ tactical skill; cf. p. 123. That the πλινθίον was mentioned 
here is probable in any case; cf. ll. g and 34, notes. 

22. The first a of μαχεσθαι is corrected. 
24. σας" : OF σασι without a stop; cf. note on]. 1. 
34. πλωϊθίου : cf. vi. 35 and the passage from Diodorus quoted inl. 9, note. Diodorus 

proceeds to describe Agesilaus’ arrival before Sardis and the plundering of the environs, 
including the παράδεισος of Tissaphernes ; but the scanty remains of Il. 36-58 do not offer 
any points of connexion with his narrative, and it is not clear precisely where the battle 
described in v. 59-vi. 27 took place. Xenophon, whose account in Hé//. iv. 22-4 = Ages. 
I. 30-33 is widely different (cf. v. 59, note), describes it as occurring on the bank of the 
Pactolus before Agesilaus reached Sardis, the environs of which were, according to 
Ages. τ. 33, plundered after the engagement. Diodorus, whose description of the ambush 
in xiv. 80. 2-3 closely resembles that of P, represents Agesilaus as turning back 
(ἐπιστρέψας) after reaching Sardis, and places the scene of the battle ἀνὰ μέσον... τῶν 
Te Σάρδεων καὶ Θυβάρνων, the site of which town is unknown. Pausanias in the passage 
quoted in note on ll. 13-6 vaguely says that the fight occurred in the Ἕρμου πεδίον, which 
is also mentioned in Ephorus Fr. 131, possibly in reference to this battle. From vi. 29, 
where it is stated that .Tissaphernes after his defeat retreated with his troops (ἀπεχώρησαν) 
to Sardis, it is probable that in P’s account Agesilaus had passed Sardis before the 
battle, and ἐπιστρέψας in Diodorus is, as Meyer remarks, likely to be due to a mis- 
understanding, since he uses the same expression (ἀπεχώρησε) as P with regard to 
Tissaphernes. 

40. A stop may be lost after Ἰμοιως. 
41. μαλ]λοῖν : the position of Fr. 3 containing the supposed beginnings of ll. 42-9 

and 54-60 is not absolutely certain, and it might belong to an earlier column. The 
recto gives no help. The combinations padlAolv and Αἰγησιίλαίος and the fact that .«[ is 
the last line of a column are the grounds for placing it as we have indicated. If pad|Ao{v is 
correct, the iota adscript of eyyurepw: is perhaps erroneous. 

45. δ in the margin opposite this line seems to indicate that this is the 4ooth line 
of the MS. Similar indications of the successive hundreds are common in poetical texts, 
e.g. 223 and 841; but the only parallel that we can adduce from a prose MS. of this 
period occurs in the Pherecydes papyrus (P. Grenf. II. 11), where ¢ in the margin opposite 
ii. 3 is more likely to mean the 6ooth line than the 6th section. 

56. Perhaps τοῦτο]ν τὸν ἐνιαυτόν. 
58. There is a spot of ink in the margin before ε. [, which might represent 10, but 

may be merely an accident. That it is connected with δ in the margin against 1. 45 
is unlikely. 

V. 59-Vi. 53. 
‘(Agesilaus sent)... hoplites and [.]oo light-armed troops, and appointed as their 

leader Xenocles, a Spartiate, with instructions to form in order of battle when (the main 
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body of the army) marched past them. Agesilaus on the next day at dawn roused his army, 
and continued his advance. The barbarians accompanied them as usual, some assaulting 
the Greeks, others ... them, others in loose order following them over the plain. When 
Xenocles considered that it was the moment to attack the enemy, he started up with 
the Peloponnesians from the ambush, and charged ata run. The barbarians at the sight. 
of the advancing Greeks fled over the whole plain, whereupon Agesilaus perceiving the 
panic dispatched from his army the light troops and the cavalry in pursuit, and they 
in combination with the force which had issued ‘from the ambush pressed hard upon the 
barbarians. They followed the enemy for no very long time, as they were unable to 
overtake them because the majority were horsemen’ or without armour, and after killing 
about six hundred of them they desisted from the pursuit, and attacked the barbarians’ 
camp. Finding the guard not strongly posted they soon took it, and captured from the 
enemy large supplies, many prisoners, and much baggage and money, including that 
of Tissaphernes himself. Such being the result of the battle, the barbarians in terror 
of the Greeks retired with Tissaphernes to Sardis, while Agesilaus after remaining there 
three days, in which he restored to the enemy their dead under a truce and erected 
a trophy and ravaged the whole country, led his army forward again into Phrygia Magna. 
He no longer kept his soldiers formed in column on the march, but allowed them to range 
over as much of the country as they liked, and to plunder the enemy. ‘Tissaphernes on 
learning that the Greeks were continuing their advance, gathered the barbarians together 
once more, and followed in the rear of his adversaries, at a distance of many stades. 
After crossing the Lydian plain Agesilaus conducted his forces through the mountains 
which lie between Lydia and Phrygia, and after traversing these brought them down to 
Phrygia until they reached the river Maeander, which rises at Celaenae, the largest city 
in Phrygia, and flows into the sea near Priene and (Myus?). There he encamped the 
Peloponnesians and their allies, and consulted the auspices whether he ought to cross 
the river or not, and whether he should march against Celaenae or retreat. Since the 
sacrifices proved unpropitious for him, after waiting there during the day of his arrival and 
the next, he retired with his army .. .’ 

v. 59 sqq. With the account of the ambush cf. Diodorus xiv. 80. 2-3, which is 
somewhat less detailed, ἀπέστειλε Ξενοκλέα τὸν Σπαρτιάτην μετὰ χιλίων καὶ τετρακοσίων στρατιωτῶν 

νυκτὸς εἴς τινα δασὺν τόπον ὅπως ἐνεδρεύσῃ τοὺς βαρβάρους. αὐτὸς δ᾽ ἅμ᾽ ἡμέρᾳ πορευόμενος μετὰ τῆς 

δυνάμεως ἐπειδὴ τὴν μὲν ἐνέδραν παρήλλαξεν, οἱ δὲ βάρβαροι προσπίπτοντες ἀτάκτως τοῖς ἐπὶ τῆς 

οὐραγίας ἐξήπτοντο, παραδόξως ἐξαίφνης ἐπέστρεψεν ἐπὶ τοὺς Πέρσας. γενομένης δὲ καρτερᾶς μάχης 
καὶ τοῦ συσσήμου τοῖς κατὰ τὴν ἐνέδραν ἀρθέντος ἐκεῖνοι μὲν παιανίσαντες ἐπεφέροντο τοῖς πολεμίοις, οἱ 
δὲ Πέρσαι θεωροῦντες αὑτοὺς ἀπολαμβανομένους εἰς μέσον κατεπλάγησαν καὶ παραχρῆμα ἔφευγον. οἱ δὲ 

περὶ τὸν ᾿Αγησίλαον μέχρι μέν τινος ἐπιδιώξαντες ἀνεῖλαν μὲν ὑπὲρ τοὺς ἑξακισχιλίους αἰχμαλώτων 
δὲ πολὺ πλῆθος ἤθροισαν, τὴν δὲ παρεμβολὴν διήρπασαν γέμουσαν πολλῶν ἀγαθῶν. ἀπὸ δὲ τῆς 

μάχης Τισσαφέρνης μὲν εἰς Σάρδεις ἀπεχώρησε καταπεπληγμένος τὴν τόλμαν τῶν Λακεδαιμονίων, The 

general resemblance between Diodorus and P is very close, though except in the last 
sentence of the extract (cf. vi. 27-30) the verbal coincidences (which are indicated by the 
underlined words) are not striking, and besides minor differences there is a discrepancy 
as regards Agesilaus’ tactics, since Diodorus represents him as bringing on a general 
engagement before giving the signal to Xenocles, while in P Xenocles chooses his own 
time for the attack, and is then reinforced by a portion of the main army. Diodorus’ 
account has been generally supposed to be derived from Ephorus; and if so Ephorus 
must have been based on P; cf. pp. 135-7. 
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Xenophon on the other hand (Hell. iii. 4. 22-4 = Ages. 1. 30-33) gives quite a different 
colour to the engagement. The Persian infantry having been sent to Caria (cf. note on 
v. 13-6), only the cavalry, under an unnamed ἡγεμών, were engaged, at first with the Greek 
cavalry and subsequently with the infantry, while Tissaphernes himself is stated to have 
been at the time in Sardis and not present during the fighting. That Xenophon is referring 
to the same battle as Diodorus, though that has been doubted, is practically certain, for 
in both accounts the fight results in the capture of the Persian camp with much booty, and 
it is difficult to believe that if there had been two important victories, Xenophon would have 
omitted one of them; cf. Meyer, Gesch. d. Alt. ii. p. 207. Xenophon’s account is followed 
in the main by Plutarch, Ages. 10, but with some variation in details (e.g. according to 
Plutarch Tissaphernes was present in the engagement, and Agesilaus’ attack is described 
somewhat differently), which are explained by Sachse (Die Quellen Plutarchs in der 
Lebensbeschrerbung des Konigs Agesilaos, pp. 8-9) on the hypothesis that Plutarch was using 
Ephorus, who was based on Xenophon. If this view were accepted, it would follow 
that Diodorus’ account was not derived from Ephorus; but Sachse seems to us to 
overestimate the extent to which Plutarch in his Ages. has used Ephorus ; cf. xx. 37, note, 
and p. 126. Nepos (Ages. 3) also follows Xenophon, but Pausanias (cf. note on v. 13-6) 
supports Diodorus as to the presence of the Persian infantry. While Diodorus’ story 
stood almost alone, and might be explained as a comparatively late invention, historians 
have naturally preferred to believe Xenophon; but the case is now much altered, and 
the alternative version of Agesilaus’ victory found in P and Diodorus, which is clearly 
based on good evidence, has considerable claims to acceptance. The fact that Xenophon 
represents Tissaphernes as repeating in 395 the error which he had made with regard 
to Agesilaus’ plans in 396, and again sending his infantry to Caria where they were useless, 
is decidedly suspicious. 

60. The traces of the first letter of the line do not suit ε. εἴϊς τινα δασὺν τόπον (cf. Diod.) 
is therefore inadmissible. Diodorus gives the number of the στρατιῶται as 1400 in all. 
Since it is quite uncertain whether [mev-], [ὀκ- or [ém-] occurred in the lacuna at the end of 
the line, we abstain from inserting a number before ὁπλῖτας, especially as P and Diodorus 
differ elsewhere in respect of numbers; cf. iii. 23-6, note. 

vi. 2. Ξενοκλέα : cf. Diod. 2. c. and Xen. Hell. iii. 4. 20, where it is stated that he was 
one of 30 Spartiates who came out with Herippidas in succession to οἱ περὶ Λύσανδρον in the 
winter of 396-5, and was appointed one of the two leaders of Agesilaus’ cavalry. 

3. In the lacuna the βαδίζοντες were no doubt specified: probably they were 
Agesilaus’ troops, e. 5. of ἐπὶ τῆς οὐραγίας (cf. Diodorus), rather than the πολέμιοι ; cf. ἐπειδὴ 
τὴν μὲν ἐνέδραν παρήλλαξεν in Diodorus. βαδίζυντες also suits Agesilaus’ troops better than 
the enemy, although in the very similar account of the ambush against the Mysians in 
xix. 28 566. of δὲ τῶν Ελλήνων ἐν εδρεύ]οντες, ὡς ἦσαν κατ᾽ αὐτούς, ἐκπηδήσαντες κιτιλ., the subject 
of ἦσαν is the enemy. There is, however, this difference between the arrangements for the 
attack in the two cases, that in xix. 28 the troops employed for the ambush were left behind 
when the main army continued its forward march, whereas in the present instance, 
as appears not only from P’s account but more clearly from that of Diodorus, the ambush 
was laid on the line of march of the main army, which would thus have to pass it. 

4. [eis δὲ τὴν ἐπιοῦσαν (cf. xix. 22) is due to Bury. 
5. ἅϊμα ἡμ]έραἰι : cf. Diod. and τῆς νυκτί ός] in v. §9 corresponding to νυκτός in Diod. It 

would be possible to read ἅϊπαν τὸ o|rpa[re}o[ua] .[..., but the other reading is preferable, 
though r]é [or]pa[re]u[ya is very doubtful. 

. ene... .Juov: ἐπε[κώλ]υνον (Dittenberger) is not long enough; ἐπε[τόξεϊυον necessitates 
the alteration of αὐτούς to αὐτοῖς, but cf. the error of case in 1. 18, ἐπε[δείκνἾυον αὑτούς 
is possible, but not very satisfactory. 
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vi. 9. draxz[ws: cf. Diod. 1, c. προσπίπτοντες ἀτάκτως. 
21. ἑξακοσίους : Diodorus gives the number of the slain as 6000, which is no doubt an 

error, probably due to a corruption in the MSS. Cf. v. 13-6 and 60, notes. 
28-30. Cf. Diod. and v. 59, note. 
30 sqq. Diodorus (xiv. 80. 5) says only ᾿Αγησίλαος δ᾽ ἐπεχείρησε μὲν εἰς τὰς ἄνω σατραπείας, 

ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἱεροῖς οὐ δυνάμενος καλλιερῆσαι (cf. vi. 51--2) πάλιν ἀπήγαγε τὴν δύναμιν ἐπὶ θάλατταν, and 
omits altogether the autumn campaign of Agesilaus described in xviii. 33 sqq. Xenophon 
(Hell. iii. 4. 25) says nothing of the advance to the upper Maeander, but proceeds direct 
to the death of Tissaphernes and the negotiations with Tithraustes which led to 
Agesilaus’ departure into the satrapy of Pharnabazus. The details provided by P are 
therefore new. 

34. Φρυγίαν πάλιν [τὴν] μεγάλην : possibly P means to imply that this was the second — 
invasion of Phrygia; cf. xx. 7 τὴ]ν χώραν τῶν Φ[ρ]υγῶν οὐκ εἰς inp τοῦ προτέρου [θέρ]ους ἐνέβαλεν 

(i.e. in 396), Xen. Hel. iii. 4. 12-5 and Diodorus xiv. 79. 3, where the first campaign 
of Agesilaus in Phrygia is described. The campaign of 396, however, took place not 
in Phrygia Magna (i.e. the interior) which was in the satrapy of Tissaphernes, but in 
Phrygia παραθαλαττίδιος (cf. xxi. 17) in the satrapy of Pharnabazus; and though the order 
of the words εἰς Φρυγίαν πάλιν [τὴν] μεγάλην may be intended to express that πάλιν qualifies 
Φρυγίαν, but not τὴν μεγάλην, a comparison with xx. 29 ἀφικόμενος δὲ πάλιν πρὸς Γόρδιον, 
where πάλιν seems to be used loosely for ‘ further’ and certainly does not imply a previous 
visit to Gordium, suggests that πάλιν in vi. 34 merely qualifies προῆγεν, not Φρυγίαν. 

38. συντεταγμένους... ἐν τῷ πλ[ι]νθίῳ : cf. v. g, note, and Xen. Ages. 6. 7 ὁπότε ye μὴν 
πορεύοιτο εἰδὼς ὅτι ἐξείη τοῖς πολεμίοις μάχεσθαι εἰ βούλοιντο συντεταγμένον μὲν οὕτως ἦγε TO 
στράτευμα «.T.A, 

39. ἐϊπηϊκολο]ύθει ὄπισθεν : a hiatus which can easily be avoided by placing ἐπηκολούθει 
after αὐτῶν. For other instances of hiatus cf. i. 4, note. 

41. The lacuna after στρ]ατιάν may be filled up by ἀμαχεί (Wilamowitz) or ἡσυχῶς. 
42. Ketuevov by itself does not fill the lacuna; καί may be inserted after it, but is 

superfluous, and τῆς] re [Avdias, though possible, is equally unsatisfactory. In the last five 
lines of this column, however, a blank space about three letters in width has been left 
in the middle of the lines owing to a roughness in the papyrus, and if this blank space 
extended as far as 1. 42 κε[ιμένων] would be sufficient. But since it tends to diminish in size 
in ll. 49-50, it is not very likely that it reached as far as 1. 42, though it seems to affect 1. 48, 
where the restoration, which is certain, gives only 16 letters in the lacuna in place of 20. 

44-7. Agesilaus no doubt followed the road taken by Cyrus; cf. Xen. Amaéd. i. 2. 5-7 
Κῦρος δὲ... ὡρμᾶτο ἀπὸ Σαρδέων" καὶ ἐξελαύνει διὰ τῆς Λυδίας σταθμοὺς τρεῖς παρασάγγας εἴκοσι Kat 
δύο ἐπὶ τὸν Μαίανδρον ποταμόν... τοῦτον διαβὰς ἐξελαύνει διὰ Φρυγίας. . . εἰς Κολοσσάς 
. . « ἐντεῦθεν ἐξελαύνει σταθμοὺς τρεῖς παρασάγγας εἴκοσιν εἰς Κελαινάς, τῆς Φρυγίας πόλιν οἰκουμένην, 
μεγάλην καὶ εὐδαίμονα. ἐνταῦθα Κύρῳ βασίλεια ἦν. . . αἱ δὲ πηγαὶ αὐτοῦ (sc. the Maeander) εἰσιν: 

ἐκ τῶν βασιλείων. ἕως ἀφίκοντο πρός inl. 44 was suggested by Wilamowitz, who proposes [καί 
followed by a second adjective (e.g. καλλίστη) πόλις ἐστίν in |. 46, with κ[αταφέρεται in 1. 47: 
This verb is however much less suitable than ἐκδίδωσιν, and the lacuna in 1. 47 may be filled 
up by «{ai followed by the name of another town (Wilamowitz suggests Μυοῦντα). ‘The coast at 
the mouth of the Maeander has greatly altered since ancient times, and Priene is now far 
inland and some distance from the river. ‘The papyrus confirms the reconstruction of the 
ancient course of the Maeander in Wiegand and Schrader, Priene, pp. 8 544. Cf. also note 
on vii. I-2. 

51-2. Cf. the extract from Diodorus quoted in 1. 30, note. 
vii. 1-2. Agesilaus seems to have marched down towards the coast along the right 

bank of the Maeander, which river at this time probably formed the boundary between 
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Lydia and Caria ; cf. the mention in]. 3 of the Lydians in the plain of the Maeander with Strabo 
xiii. p. 629 ἡ δὲ Μεσωγὶς εἰς τὸ ἀντικείμενον μέρος διατείνει μέχρι Μυκάλης ἀπὸ Κελαινῶν ἀρξάμενον 
(cf. vi. 45), ὥς φησι Θεόπομπος, ὥστε τὰ μὲν αὐτοῦ Φρύγες κατέχουσι τὰ πρὸς ταῖς Κελαιναῖς καὶ τῇ 
᾿Απαμείᾳ, τὰ δὲ Μυσοὶ καὶ Λυδοί, τὰ δὲ Κᾶρες καὶ Ἴωνες. οὕτω δὲ καὶ οἱ ποταμοὶ καὶ μάλιστα ὁ Μαίανδρος, 

τὰ μὲν διορίζοντες τῶν ἐθνῶν κιτιλ. Wilamowitz proposes κ[αὶ Μυσοί, Kapés τε καὶ Ἴωνες in |. 4, 

and would regard vi. 44-vii. 4 as the passage in Theopompus mentioned by Strabo. 
This restoration and identification however seem to us very doubtful, even if P is Theo- 
pompus ; for ἀπὸ KeAa vay in vi. 45 apparently refers to the Maeander not to the Mesogis, 
about which Theopompus was speaking, and there is no room for anything corresponding 
to ὥστε τὰ μὲν αὐτοῦ Φρύγες... Amapeig. Hence we attach little weight to the general 
resemblance between vi. 44—vii. 4 and Strabo’s allusion to Theopompus as an argument for 
the identification of the latter author with P; cf. p. 131. 

If our restoration of vii. 39-40 is correct, Agesilaus spent a period of inactivity at 
Magnesia. The extant fragments of P do not mention him again until xviii, 33, when he 
goes from Lydia northwards to the Hellespont ; but xviii. 37-8 show that our author had 
described his negotiations with Tithraustes, no doubt in the gap between Cols. viii and xi. 
The correctness of the position assigned to Fr. 4 is guaranteed (1) by internal evidence, 
since it clearly contains the transition from Agesilaus’ campaign to the arrangements for the 
removal of Tissaphernes, (2) by the suitable combination μᾶλ]λοῖν in Il. 9--το, (3) by the 
evidence of the recto, which has ends of lines at the right point, (4) by the colour and texture 
of the papyrus, which agree with those of Fr. 7, containing Col. viii. Frs. 21 and 22 also 
probably belong to Cols. vii or viii. 

Cols. vii. 4-viii. 42 = ch. VIII. Death of Trssaphernes. 

vii. 4 sqq. P now turns, like Xenophon and Diodorus, to the supersession of 
Tissaphernes by Tithraustes and the assassination of the former.. Xenophon (ell. iii. 4. 
25; cf. Ages. 1. 35) says merely γνοὺς δὲ καὶ αὐτὸς ὁ Περσῶν βασιλεὺς Τισσαφέρνην αἴτιον εἶναι 
τοῦ κακῶς φέρεσθαι τὰ αὑτοῦ Τιθραύστην καταπέμψας ἀποτέμνει αὐτοῦ τὴν κεφαλήν. Diodorus 
(xiv. 80. 6-8) is somewhat more detailed : ᾿Αρταξέρξης δὲ ὁ τῆς ᾿Ασίας βασιλεὺς τά τε ἐλαττώματα 
πυθόμενος καὶ κατορρωδῶν τὸν πρὸς τοὺς Ἕλληνας πόλεμον δι ὀργῆς εἶχε τὸν Τισσαφέρνην ... καὶ 
ὑπὸ τῆς μητρὸς δὲ Παρυσάτιδος ἦν ἠξιωμένος τιμωρήσασθαι τὸν Τισσαφέρνην . .. καταστήσας οὖν 
Τιθραύστην ἡγεμόνα τούτῳ μὲν παρήγγειλε συλλαμβάνειν Τισσαφέρνην, πρὸς δὲ τὰς πόλεις καὶ τοὺς 
σατράπας ἔπεμψεν ἐπιστολὰς ὅπως πάντες τούτῳ ποιῶσι τὸ προσταττόμενον. 6 δὲ Τιθραύστης 
παραγενόμενος εἰς Κολοσσὰς τῆς Φρυγίας συνέλαβε τὸν Τισσαφέρνην διά τινος ᾿Αριαίου σατράπου 
λουόμενον καὶ τὴν κεφαλὴν ἀποκόψας ἀπέστειλε πρὸς τὸν βασιλέα. A fuller account of the 
methods employed by Tithraustes and Ariaeus to accomplish their object is found in 
Polyaenus, S/raf. vii. 16. The account in P, which is unfinished at the end of Col. viii, was 
much longer still; and although in the scanty remains of Cols. vii and viii only the general 
outline of the story can be perceived, the agreement with Diodorus and Polyaenus ‘is clear, 
and the accounts of both those writers are no doubt derived directly or indirectly from 
P. vii. 4-20 probably describe the complaints against Tissaphernes and the king’s resolve to 
get rid of him. In vii. 21 sqq. we have the departure of Tithraustes and appointment 
of Ariaeus, in vil. 35 544. the message sent by Ariaeus to Tissaphernes at Sardis to induce 
him to come to Colossae, in viii. 20 sqq. the arrival of Tissaphernes with a bodyguard at 
Colossae, and his arrest while bathing at Ariaeus’ house. It is clear that P directly connects 
Tissaphernes’ fall with his want of success in the campaign round Sardis, as also in our 
opinion does Xenophon, in spite of Beloch’s objection (Gr. Gesca. ii. p. 148) ; and it is notice- 
able that in vii. 4 544. there is nothing to suggest that Conon was concerned. According to 
Nepos, Conon 3, the supersession of Tissaphernes was the consequence of the representations 
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of Conon, who was sent by Pharnabazus to the king to accuse Tissaphernes, and both 
Meyer (Gesch. d. Alt. ii. 209) and Beloch (1. c.) accept Nepos’ story and adopt the date for 
Conon’s visit implied by him and Pausanias iii. 9. 2 (the winter of 396-5) in preference to 
that of Diodorus, who (xiv. 81. 4) places this event between the revolt of Rhodes and the battle 
of Cnidus, i.e. in the winter of 395-4, after Tissaphernes’ death. But that P supported 
Diodorus’ date admits of little doubt, for it is very improbable that Conon had an interview 
with the king himself before his visit to Tithraustes narrated in xv. 32 sqq., and in Justin 
vi. 1. 11-2 Conon’s visit to the king is mentioned after the mutiny, which is now known 
from xvi. 29 sqq. to have taken place in the late summer or autumn of 395. Diodorus’ date 
for Conon’s mission is therefore preferable, as Meyer now admits; the motive was not the 
removal of Tissaphernes, but, as Diodorus says, the need of money for the fleet and the 
appointment of Pharnabazus as commander-in-chief. 

vii. 15. Jamap[: there is possibly a reference to Artaxerxes’ mother Parysatis; cf. 
Diod. 2c. 

16. That Fr. 5 containing (as we suppose) parts of Il. 16-24 belongs to Col. vii is 
practically certain, not only from internal evidence (e.g. the mentions of émorjoAds and 
Τι]σσαφίέ Ἰρνη[.), but on account of the recto, which contains ends of lines like Fr. 4 (cf. note 
on vii. 1-2) and resembles the recto of both the other portions of Col. vii and Fr. 7, con- 
taining Col. viii, in having some white stains on the surface. The supposed junction in ]. 18 is, 
however, not very satisfactory: for the vestiges at the beginning of the third line of Fr. 5 
which, if our arrangement is correct, represent the second half of the v of ομυλογουν, would 
suit ὦ better, and in 1. 22 we should expect τὰς émor]oAds, for which there is no room. 
Perhaps therefore Fr. 5 should be placed further to the right and nearer to the ends of 
ll. 16-24 or even lower down in the same column. 

17. If Fr. 5 is rightly placed, xarny[op}a[.] is inadmissible, for the tail of the p ought to 
be visible, and the vestiges before a do not suit «. 

19. Perhaps zralp|ov. 
21-5. Cf. Diod. /. c. and Polyaen. vii. 16. 1 ᾿Αρταξέρξης ἐπὶ τὴν Τισσαφέρνους σύλληψιν 

κατέπεμψε Τιθραύστην δύο ἐπιστολὰς κομίζοντα τὴν μὲν πρὸς αὐτὸν περὶ τοῦ πολέμου τοῦ πρὸς τοὺς 
“Ἕλληνας ἐπιτρέπων αὐτῷ τὰ πάντα, τὴν δὲ πρὸς ᾿Αριαῖον ὅπως αὐτὸν συλλάβοι μετὰ Τιθραύστου. sin 
]. 21 refers to Tithraustes. For ἐπιστ]ολάς cf. viii. 18 and 36. pa in |. 23 is very likely 
παρα, but though the supposed « (or 7) after the lacuna might conceivably be o, there is not 
room for [βασιλέω]ς. Με. . .Jaov in 1. 24 is probably a proper name, perhaps that of another 
general; cf. πρὸς δὲ τὰς πόλεις καὶ τοὺς σατράπας in Diod. The second letter, if not ε, may 
be a or 0; with o, the third letter must be τ The word preceding may be en[éuwar]o. 
συλἸλαβεῖν ἐκεῖνον (cf. Polyaen.) suggests itself in 1. 25, but the doubtful letter after exe suits 
v OF A (éxeA[evce ἢ) somewhat better than τ. 

30-2. The ends of these lines, which are on Fr. 7, may be shifted one line higher 
up, but cf. the next note. 

35. At the end of the line it is not certain whether the supposed o, which is on Fr. 7, 
belongs to Il. 34 or 35. But the last letter of 1. 34 must be a, which does not suit the 
vestiges of this letter. 

36-41. Tissaphernes was at Sardis according to Polyaenus, 1. ¢. τὸ μὲν στρατόπεδον 
κατέλιπεν ἐν Σάρδεσιν : hence the army at Magnesia (1. 40) was probably that of Agesilaus, 
who would pass that place on his way down the Maeander to the coast (cf. Il. 1-2, note), 
and ll. 36-41 seem to refer to Ariaeus’ message to Tissaphernes, corresponding to Polyaen. 
καλεῖ Τισσαφέρνην ὡς ὁμοῦ βουλεύσασθαι δέοι τά τε ἄλλα καὶ περὶ τῶν Ἑλλήνων. That Fr. 6 
belongs to this column is practically certain on account of the recto, which like that of 
Fr. 5, has ends of lines and white stains on the surface; cf. notes on ll. 1-2 and 16. We 
have assigned it to ll. 35-41 on account of the suitable combination τὴϊν] σατραπία[ν in 1. 39. 
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The resulting combination Μαγν[η]σ[ {αν in 1. 40 is, however, not very satisfactory. The 
vestige of the supposed o would suit y, 7, or r better, and the traces of the supposed ay are 
compatible with many alternatives, Hence Fr. 6 may well belong to some other part 
of Col. vii. 

37- |. pia. [: possibly ] "Apa, but the vestiges before p do not suit a very well, 
viil. 3. That Fr. 7, which contains this column, is correctly placed admits of no doubt ; 

for although the ends of a few lines of the preceding column preserved in it do not provide any 
certain combination with the rest of Col, vii, the mentions of Ariaeus, Tithraustes, and Tissa- 
phernes and of the ἐπιστολαί establish its near connexion with Col. vii, and the texture and 
colour of Fr, 7 closely resemble those of Fr. 4, while the white stains found on the recto of 
both Frs. 5 and 6 and the rest of Col. vii are also present on the recto of Fr. 7. 
The writing on the recto is here too much effaced to allow a combination between the 
middles of lines on the recto of Fr. 7 and the scanty remains of ends of lines on 
Frs. 4-6. 

6. ra is no doubt the termination of a numeral, 6. g. ἑπτά or τριάκοντα. 
18, ἐπιστολάϊς : cf. 1. 36, Diod. ὦ. ¢., and the extract from Polyaen. quoted in vii. 21-5, 

note, 
21, Μιλησσι : cf. Polyaen. J. ¢. αὐτὸς δὲ μετὰ τῶν λογάδων ᾿Αρκάδων Kai Μιλησίων ἀφικόμενος, 
23. For κατῆρεν εἰς cf, xviii. 38, note. 8 
26. διατρίβωϊν : cf. xx. 11 διατρίβων) δὲ παρὰ τῷ Φαρναβάζῳ and Polyaen. 1. ς. ἐν ᾿Αριαίον 

κατέλυεν. 

24-30. Cf. Polyaen. 1. ς. ἤδη δὲ περὶ λουτρὸν ἔχων τὸν ἀκινάκην ἀπέθετο "Apiatos μετὰ τῶν 
θεραπευτήρων συναρπάσας αὐτὸν καθείρξας εἰς ἁρμάμαξαν κατερραμμένην ἄγειν Τιθραύστῃ παρέδωκεν, 
vov in ]. 28 is very likely the termination of λουόμενον (cf. Diod.) or γυμνόν. 

Cols. ix-x = ch. IX. 

ix. 16 sqq. Whether Cols. ix—x precede or follow v—viii is quite uncertain ; cf, p. 113. 
Frs. 8 and 9g are assigned to Col. ix owing to the similarity of the script, which is here 
somewhat smaller than usual, and the colour of the ink, which is exceptionally black; 
but there is nothing to show whether they should be placed above or below Il. 16-20. 
Fr. 33 also may belong to this column. The reference to Macedonia in 1. 29 is remarkable ; 
cf. Fr. το. 8, note. In Col. x the ink is fainter and the writing much less compact. The 
subject there seems to be a favourable character-sketch of some important general or politician, 
but the fragments are unfortunately not sufficiently intelligible to allow of his identity being 
determined. 

X. 5. επιτηδευματ cannot be read. 
16. The first letter of the line may be a, o, or ὠ, but hardly ¢; ἑτέρους "ENA}[vas is 

therefore unsuitable. 
17. Perhaps π[οἸ]λ[έμου | 

18, [ἡ]σ[υ]χ[ {1αν or [ἀ]ή υ]χζί]αν (but not [ν]αυ[αρ]χίαν) may be read. If not σ or rs, the 
second letter must be y ors, ‘The line may have ended τοῖς πράγμασι φαίνεται, as Wilamowitz 
suggests, 

19. off πλεῖστοι is hardly long enough. 
21. δη[μο]τικῷ Του» OF δη[μο]τικώτερϊ ols στί or δημοτικώτατος τί is possible. 

Col. xi. 1-34 = ch. X. Revolution at Rhodes. 

*, , . every day Conon used to review the soldiers under arms in the harbour, on 
the pretext of preventing idleness from causing them to deteriorate in war, but really 
wishing first to render the Rhodians tranquil at the spectacle of his soldiers present under 
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‘arms and then to take action. When he had accustomed them all to the sight of the review 
he himself with 20 triremes sailed away to Caunus, as he did not wish to be present 
at the destruction of the Diagoreans, and Hieronymus and Nicophemus, his lieutenants, 
were ordered to take charge. These two waited during that day, and when on the next 
day the soldiers presented themselves for review as usual, marched some of them under 
arms to the harbour, and stationed others a little distance from the market-place. When 
the Rhodians who were privy to the plot considered the moment for action had come, 
they collected in the market-place wearing daggers, and one of their number, Dorimachus, 
mounting the stone from which the herald used to make proclamations, cried out as 
loudly as he could “ Down with the tyrants at once, fellow-citizens”. The rest when he 
called for help (?) rushed with their daggers into the council of the magistrates, and killed 
both the Diagoreans and eleven of the other citizens. Having accomplished this, they 
collected the Rhodian populace in an assembly, and when they had just met Conon 
returned from Caunus with the triremes. The authors of the massacre put down the 
existing constitution and set up a democracy, sending a few citizens into banishment. 
Such was the result of the insurrection at Rhodes.’ - 

xi. 1. The revolt of Rhodes from the Spartans is ignored by Xenophon, but mentioned 
by Diodorus xiv. 79. 6 (cf. iii. 23-6, note) and Androtion, af. Paus. vi. 7. 6 Ῥοδίων τε τὸν 
δῆμον πεισθέντα ὑπὸ τοῦ Κόνωνος ἀπὸ Λακεδαιμονίων μεταβαλέσθαι. σφᾶς ἐς τὴν βασιλέως καὶ 
᾿Αθηναίων συμμαχίαν. That the revolt was connected with a change of constitution was 
clear (cf. Xen. Hell. iv. 8. 20, where the exiled Rhodian oligarchs appeal to Sparta in 
.391), but it now for the first time appears that the two events were not contemporaneous, 
In the interval the government was in the hands of one of the leading families (cf. 1. 25, 
note), and Conon’s fleet had already been admitted to the harbour before the democratic 
rising took place. Conon, though supporting the conspirators, took no active part in their 
proceedings, preferring to be absent at the critical moment. The date of the insurrection 
is fixed by xi. 34 as the summer of 395; the expulsion of the Spartans must have occurred 
in the winter of 396-5, if not earlier still; cf. ili. 23-6, note. 

3-8. προφασιζόμενος μέν, παρασκευάσας ἡσύχους in 1. 5, ὅταν in |. 6, ἐπειδὴ συνήθη érol| noev] 
in 1. 7 and αὐτὸς μέν in 1. 8 were suggested by Wilamowitz. We prefer ἐπεὶ δέ to ἐπειδή, since 
a connecting particle is required between the two main verbs em {ae in 1. 2 and ἐξέπλευσεν 
in 1. 9, and δέ in 1. 5 only balances the preceding μέν. A somewhat different sense, which 
seems less appropriate, is given to the passage if, abandoning προφασιζόμενος μέ]ν and placing 
a full-stop after πόλεμον in |. 4, we restore παρασκευάζειν προθύμους] τοὺς “Podious [ἐὰν ἴδωσιν... 
ἐπιχειρεῖν, det φανερὸν ἅπασιν ἐποί eiro] ὁρᾶν τὸν ἐξεταϊ σμόν' ἔπειτα εἴϊκοσι κιτιλ. αὐτοὺς παρόντας 
in 1. 615 due to Niese. The lacunae at the beginnings of ll. 6-7 ought not to contain more 
than four letters, and perhaps ἐάν should be substituted for ὅταν, while in 1. 7 τὰ may have 
been omitted by mistake. Γ 

9. For εἰς Καῦνον cf. 1. 29 ἐκ Katvov. Conon, having been admitted to Rhodes by the 
ruling oligarchs, was probably unwilling to be compromised by the action of the con- 
spirators, and wished that the revolution should appear to be spontaneous. ; 

το. τῶν Avayopelwy: cf. 1.25. The Diagoreans (cf. Aeschin. Zp. 4. 4) or Diagoridae 
were an illustrious Rhodian family descended from Damagetus, king of IJalysus, and 
renowned for their athletic prowess; cf. Paus. iv. 24. 5 and vi. 7. 1-7. Diagoras himself 
won the boxing contest at Olympia in 464, the victory being celebrated by Pindar in 
Ol. vii, and his sons Acusilaus, Dorieus, and Damagetus, and grandsons, Eucles and 
Pisirhodus, were all famous athletes, especially Dorieus, who became the leader of the 
anti-Athenian party at Rhodes. Condemned to death with his kindred by the Athenians, 
he escaped to Thurii, and after fighting for some ‘years on the-Spartan. side was taken 
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prisoner in 407, but released (Xen. fell. i. 5. 19). According to Androtion, af. Paus. 
vi. 7. 6, when the revolt of Rhodes from Sparta with which we are concerned took place, 
Dorieus was near the Peloponnese, and was arrested and put to death by the Spartans, 
whose conduct is now much more intelligible in view of the fact that the Diagoridae had 
clearly taken the lead in expelling the Spartan harmosts. 

10-1. The Athenians Hieronymus and Nicophemus are known as Conon’s chief 
lieutenants from Diod. xiv. 81. 4, where they are left in charge of the fleet when Conon goes 
to visit the Persian king. Νικόφημος is there called Νικόδημος, but Xenophon (e//. iv. 8. 8) 
and Lysias (xix. 7) agree with P as to the form of the name. Concerning Hieronymus, 
Harpocration (5. v.) says ἄλλοι τε μνημονεύουσιν Kxai”Edopos ἐν τῇ ὀγδόῃ καὶ δεκάτῃ καὶ ἐν τῇ 
ἐνάτῃ καὶ δεκάτῃ, but as he must have been mentioned in any detailed history of the 
naval war, this statement provides no argument for identifying P with Ephorus; 
cf. p. 126. 

12. πα[ρέδροις was suggested by Dittenberger. 
20.- αὐτῶν has no construction and something has dropped out, probably τις or a word 

meaning ‘leader’. 
22. [ἴϊωμεν, ὦ ἄνδρες, ἔφη, πολῖται, x.r.A. This is the only speech in the papyrus; cf. 

p. 123. The position of ἔφη between ἄνδρες and πολῖται instead of after ἴωμεν is due to the 
desire to avoid hiatus; cf. ii. 34, note. 

23-4. For such an accusative as τὴν βοήθειαν after βοήσαντος there is no near parallel, 
but [βο]ήθειαν seems inevitable, and the phrase is so easily intelligible that we prefer to 
regard the expression as one peculiar to our author rather than to treat it as corrupt ; 
cf. p. 124. 

᾿ 26. ἕνδεκα : the moderation of the victorious democrats is noticeable (cf. τινὰς ὀλίγους 
in 1. 32), and was clearly appreciated by our author, who here shows no trace of the 
aristocratic bias sometimes discernible ; cf. i. 33, note, and pp. 122-3. 

Cols. xi. 34—-xii. 31 = ch. XI. Constitution of Boeotia. 

‘In this summer the Boeotians and Phocians went to war. Their enmity was chiefly 
caused by a party at Thebes; for not many years previously the Boeotians had entered 
into a state of discord. The condition of Boeotia at that time was as follows.. ‘There 
were then appointed in each of the cities four boulai, of which not all the citizens were 
allowed to become members, but only those who possessed a certain amount of money ; 
of these boulai each one in turn held a preliminary sitting and deliberation about matters of 
policy, and made proposals to the other three, and a resolution adopted by all became 
valid. Their individual affairs they continued to manage in that fashion, while the arrange- 
ment of the Boeotian league was this. The whole population of the country was divided 
into eleven units, and each of these provided one Boeotarch, as follows. The Thebans 
contributed four, two for the city and two for Plataea, Scolus, Erythrae, Scaphae, and 
the other towns which formerly were members of one state with the Plataeans, but at 
that time were subject to Thebes. Two Boeotarchs were provided by the inhabitants of 
Orchomenus and Hysiae, and two by the inhabitants of Thespiae with Eutresis and 
Thisbae, one by the inhabitants of Tanagra, and another by the inhabitants of Haliartus, 
Lebadea, and Coroneéa, each of these cities sending him in turn; in the same way one 
came from Acraephium, Copae, and Chaeronea. Such was the proportion in which the 
chief magistrates were appointed by the different units, which also provided sixty bouleutae 
for every Boeotarch, and themselves defrayed their daily expenses. Each unit was, more- 
over, under the obligation to supply a corps of approximately a thousand hoplites and 
a hundred horsemen. To speak generally, it was in proportion to the distribution of their 
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magistrates that they enjoyed the privileges of the league, made their contributions, sent 
judges, and took part in everything whether good or bad. The nation then as a whole 
had this form of polity, and the general assemblies of the Boeotians used to meet in the 
Cadmea.’ 

xi. 38 sqq. This digression on the constitution of Boeotia in 395, which is somewhat 
irrelevant to the account of the factions at Thebes, and still more so to the war between 
Boeotia and Phocis, is the most valuable section of the papyrus, and disposes of several 
long debated problems. First, as to the four βουλαί; these were only known from Thue. v, 
38. 2 of Βοιωτάρχαι ἐκοίνωσαν ταῖς τέσσαρσι βουλαῖς τῶν Βοιωτῶν ταῦτα αἵπερ ἅπαν τὸ κῦρος ἔχουσι 
καὶ παρήνουν γενέσθαι ὅρκους ταῖς πόλεσιν ὅσαι βούλονται en’ ὠφελίᾳ σφίσι ξυνομνύναι, and their 
relation to each other was uncertain, it being often supposed that the four βουλαί corresponded 
to four different districts. The present passage shows that KGhler (Sz/zungsber. d. Berl. Akad, 
1895, pp: 455-6) was fully justified in connecting them with the four βουλαί which the 
Athenian oligarchs in 411 proposed to institute εἰς τὸν μέλλοντα χρόνον (Arist. A‘h. Pol. 30), 
and each of which was to consist of 100 persons and to hold office for a year in turn; and 
his conjecture that in the case of important matters, such as treaties, the four Boeotian βουλαί 
sat together is now completely established. The present passage, however, brings out a new 
fact of considerable value, that the four βουλαί were not councils of the Boeotian league as 
a whole, but existed in each of the separate states which formed the federation. Thucydides’ 
expression ταῖς τέσσαρσι βουλαῖς τῶν Βοιωτῶν is therefore somewhat misleading, since the natural 
supposition is that he meant βουλαί of the league. There was indeed, in addition to the four 
βουλαί in the individual states, one federal βουλή for Boeotia (cf. xiii. 12), which met in the 
Cadmea and consisted of 660 members, contributed by the several states in the proportion 
of sixty βουλευταί for each Boeotarch, but it is clear that Thucydides is not referring to this ; 
and that the state βουλαί, not the federal βουλή, possessed the supreme authority is indicated 
by the greater prominence given in P’s account to the former, as well as by Thucydides’ 
words αἵπερ ἅπαν τὸ κῦρος ἔχουσι, and the circumstance that the treaty in question provisionally 
made by the Boeotarchs depended for validity on the consent of each individual state, not 
on a resolution of the federal council. For membership of the state boulai there was 
a property qualification, so that the numbers of the ruling oligarchies must have varied in 
the different states, of which there were at least ten (v. 2217). 

Secondly, as to the number of the Boeotarchs, Thuc. iv. ΟἹ mentions eleven in B.c. 424 
τῶν ἄλλων Βοιωταρχῶν ot εἰσιν ἕνδεκα ov ξυνεπαινούντων μάχεσθαι... Παγώνδας ὁ Αἰολάδου Βοιωταρχῶν 
ἐκ Θηβῶν per’ ᾿Αριανθίδου τοῦ Λυσιμαχίδου x.7.A.: but it was formerly disputed whether or not the 
figure eleven included the two Theban Boeotarchs. A strong reason for supposing eleven 
to be the whole number of the Boeotarchs was supplied by Poppo (i. 2, p. 292), namely 
that if of εἰσιν ἕνδεκα referred to τῶν ἄλλων Βοιωταρχῶν exclusive of the Thebans ἦσαν not εἰσίν 
should have been written. The number eleven has also been disputed by Wilamowitz (Hermes, 
vili. p. 440), who wished to alter it to seven, corresponding to theseven Boeotian states mentioned 
in Thuc. iv. 93, a change which has been supported on other grounds and widely accepted 
e.g. by Cauer, Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encycl. iii. p.647. Eleven is however the total number 
of the Boeotarchs in P (xii. 11-20), so that the correctness of the figure in Thuc. iv. gr is 
vindicated beyond dispute. It is also noteworthy that P uses ἄρχων merely as a synonym 
for Boeotarch, and says nothing about an archon of the whole league ; this officer therefore, 
who first appears in third century B.c. inscriptions, is not to be identified with one of the 
Theban Boeotarchs, as was suggested by Wilamowitz, 1. c., still less to be regarded with 
Freeman (Hist. of Federal Gov. i. p. 128) as the most ancient official of the league. 

Thirdly, with regard to the members of the league, in 424 seven of them, Thebes, 
Haliartus, Coronea, Copae, Thespiae, Tanagra, and Orchomenus were known from 
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Thucydides’ account (iv. 93) of the battle of Delium. P now gives the complete list, adding 
the names of, firstly, Acraephium and Lebadea, which Thucydides there referred to in the 
expression καὶ of ἄλλοι of περὶ τὴν λίμνην, and secondly Chaeronea, which in 424 was not 
yet independent (cf. xii. 14, note), and also provides some information about towns which were 
subordinate to the sovereign members of the league. What is still more important, we now 
for the first time learn the proportion in which the eleven Boeotarchs were distributed among 
the various states. Formerly all that was known was that Thebes at the time of the 
Peloponnesian war had at least two Boeotarchs and probably no more (Thuc. ii. 2, iv. 91). 
It now appears that Boeotia as a whole was divided into eleven μέρη or units, each of which 
provided one Boeotarch and sixty members of the federal βουλή, 1000 hoplites and 100 cavalry, 
and that these μέρη were distributed among the sovereign states not evenly, but in widely 
varying proportions according to their relative importance. Thus four μέρη were assigned to 
the Thebans, though only two of them belonged strictly to the city (cf. xii. 12-3, note), two 
to Orchomenus, two to Thespiae, one to Tanagra, one jointly to Haliartus, Lebadea, and 
Coronea, who appointed the Boeotarch in turn, and similarly one jointly to Acraephium, 
Copae, and Chaeronea. These units also provided a basis for calculating both the 
contributions paid by the states for the federal taxes, the number of judges sent to the 
federal courts, and for defining in general the rights and duties of the individual states where 
common action was required (xii. 25-8). 

The constitution of Boeotia in 395, which P directly contrasts with the conditions 
existing in his own day by τότε in xi. 38-9 and the use of the past tense throughout, lasted until 
387, when at the peace of Antalcidas the Thebans were unwillingly compelled to reconstitute 
the league, and even quite small Boeotian towns received complete autonomy ; cf. Xen. Hell. 
ν. I. 32-6, whose statements are confirmed by the evidence of the coins. Besides the 
ten sovereign states mentioned by P, except Acraephium (unless the coin from Acraephium 
ascribed by Head, Corns of Central Greece, p. 44, to 456-447 really belongs to 387-374, in 
which case the exception disappears), Plataea, Pharae, Mycalessus, and perhaps some other 
towns of which the names are uncertain are thought to have had coinages of their own from 
387-374 (Head, of. εἴ. p. xli). On the other hand the beginning of the period to which 
this constitution in the main applies may be placed at 447-6, when the Athenians were 
driven out of Boeotia and the league reconstituted under the hegemony of Thebes, which 
appears to have been the only Boeotian city to issue coinage between 446 and 387 (Head, 
op. cit. pp. xxxix—xl). Some changes, however, must have taken place between that year 
and 395 with regard to the states belonging to the league. Chaeronea was in 424 still 
subject to Orchomenus (Thue. iv. 76. 3, cf. Hellanicus Fr. 49): it was no doubt made 
independent soon afterwards by the Thebans in order to weaken their ancient and most 
formidable rival. Plataea, which during the period of alliance with Athens had stood 
outside the league, did not rejoin it until 427, and that before that year two additional 
Boeotarchs were appointed by the Thebans besides the two who represented Thebes itself 
is not likely; cf. xii. 12-3, note. Before 447 the league had probably been in abeyance 
during the ten years in which Athenian influence was predominant, and even from 
480 to the battle of Oenophyta Thebes did not occupy the commanding position in 
Boeotia which she had held previously. From 480-456 the coins of only Thebes, Tanagra, 
and Orchomenus are known (Head, of. cz/. p. xxxvili), and from 550-480 the members 
of the league were somewhat different from those in 395. The numismatic evidence 
of that period (Head, of. εἴ. p. xxxvii) indicates seven cities issuing coins with the league- 
symbol, Acraephium, Coronea, Haliartus, Mycalessus (? ; no coin of Mycalessus is ascribed to 
this period on p. 51), Pharae, Tanagra, and Thebes, besides Orchomenus which apparently 
did not adopt that symbol on its coinage before 387, a circumstance of which the importance 
has, we think, been over-estimated ; cf. xii. 16, note. 

Q 
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39. The space between ando of rore was, we suppose, left blank owing to a roughness 
in the papyrus. 

xii. 1-3. Cf. Thue. iii. 62. 3, where in 428 the Theban orator contrasts the δυναστεία 
ὀλίγων ἀνδρῶν which existed at the time of the Persian war with the ὀλιγαρχία ἰσόνομος of Thebes 
in his own day. 

4. προκ)αθημένη, if correct, is employed in an unusual sense, referring to a preliminary 
sitting. Generally the word means ‘presiding over’. ἰδίᾳ κ᾽ αθημένη is too long and would 
cause a hiatus. 

10. Βοιωταρχον : soin ]. 22, but in |. 15 Βοιωταρχας. 
12-3. Scolus, Erythrae, and Scaphae were towns in the Parasopia east of Plataea and 

Hysiae, between the Asopus and Mount Cithaeron. Scaphae is called Σκάρφη by Strabo 
(ix. 2. 24), who states that its earlier name was ’Erewrds, and confirms the connexion of 
these three places with Plataea, τοὺς Παρασωπίους ... ἅπαντας δ᾽ ὑπὸ Θηβαίοις ὄντας (ἕτεροι δ᾽ 
ἐν τῇ Πλαταιέων φασὶ τόν τε Σκῶλον καὶ τὸν ᾿Ετεωνὸν καὶ τὰς ᾿Ερύθμας). Pausanias also speaks 
of Erythrae (ix. 2. 1) and Scolus (ix. 4. 4) as belonging to ἡ Πλαταιίς, remarking in 
connexion with the latter ἀποκρίνει δὲ καὶ νῦν ἔτι ἀπὸ τῆς Θηβαίων τὴν Πλαταιίδα ὁ ̓ Ασωπός. It 
is thus clear that in much later times the boundary between the land οἵ Plataea and Thebes 
was the same as it had been in the period which P calls vaguely πρότερον, contrasting 
it with τότε, i.e. 395. The question when these three towns became tributary to Thebes 
raises a difficult problem. The most natural interpretation of this passage taken by itself 
would be that Scolus, Erythrae, and Scaphae were traditionally united to Plataea, and only 
became subject to Thebes when that city rejoined the Boeotian confederacy on its capture 
in 427. A necessary corollary of this view would be that the right to appoint two extra 
Boeotarchs was only obtained by the Thebans after the fall of Plataea; before 427 the 
number of the Boeotarchs would be nine, not eleven. To this inference there is no 
particular objection, for eleven as the number of the Boeotarchs is not attested before the 
battle of Delium in 424, and in the scanty evidence hitherto available concerning the 
boundaries of the Πλαταιίς in the fifth century, there is nothing definite to show that Scolus, 
Erythrae, and Scaphae had ceased to be united with Plataea in the fifty years before 427. In 
519 the Athenians made the Asopus the boundary between Thebes on the one hand and 
Plataea and Hysiae on the other (Hdt. vi. 108), and in 507, when Hysiae and Oenoé were 
captured by the Boeotians, both places are called by Herodotus (v. 74) δήμους τοὺς ἐσχάτους 
τῆς ᾿Αττικῆς, though whether Hysiae really belonged to Attica rather than to Plataea is doubtful. 
In 479 Scolus is indeed mentioned in Hdt. ix. 15 as being ἐν γῇ τῇ Θηβαίων, and Erythrae 
and Hysiae, which occur later on in the same chapter, also seem to be Theban and outside the 
Πλαταιίς. But, even if Herodotus is correct on this point, which is by no means 
certain, after the battle of Plataea the territory of the Plataeans may have been 
increased at the expense of Thebes, and at any rate during the period of the Athenian 
predominance in Boeotia, it is unlikely that Thebes possessed any territory south of the 
Asopus. After the battle of Coronea according to Thuc. i. 113 τὴν Βοιωτίαν ἐξέλιπον ᾿Αθηναῖοι 
πᾶσαν, but whether the Plataeans suffered a diminution of their land is not known. Oenoé in 
431 was on the frontier of Attica and Boeotia (Thuc. ii. 18) and Erythrae and Hysiae, 
mentioned by Thuc. iii. 24 in connexion with the flight of the Plataeans to Athens, are 
called by the scholiast ad loc. δῆμοι Βοιωτίας and have generally been regarded as not 
belonging to the Πλαταιίς ; but since Plataea even when allied to Athens continued to be 
included in Boeotia, this evidence is not irreconcilable with the view that the Plataeans 
retained the south bank of the Asopus after 447 until the Peloponnesian war. An 
important fresh piece of evidence is provided by xiii. 23-8, where Erythrae, Scaphae, 
and Scolus occur in a list of Boeotian towns from which the inhabitants, owing to fear 
of an Athenian invasion, moved to Thebes. ‘The date and circumstances of the removal 
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are not very clear (cf. note ad Joc.), but it took place probably about 431; and Erythrae, 
Scaphae and Scolus, although coupled with three undoubtedly Theban towns, Aulis, 
Schoenus and Potniae, were, we think, dependent upon Plataea when the transference of 
the population occurred. For if Erythrae, Scaphae and Scolus were already in 431 
separated from Plataea and joined to Thebes, it is very difficult to see what period is meant 
by mpérepov in |. 13. 

In any case, whatever may have been the relations of those three towns to Plataea and 
Thebes in the fifth century, three such unimportant places as Erythrae, Scolus and Scaphae 
cannot have returned two Boeotarchs by themselves apart from Plataea, so that the Thebans 
are not likely to have appointed more than two Boeotarchs until the fall of Plataea in 
427; and on the other hand it is clear from the agreement between P and Thuc. iv. 91 
as to the total number of the Boeotarchs (eleven), that from 427 onwards they appointed 
four. Hence the manifest indication in Thuc. iv. gt (cf. p. 224), that only two out of the 
eleven were ἐκ Θηβῶν in 424 is to be regarded as implying not an increase in the representation 
of Thebes between 424 and 395, but a difference in status and mode of election between 
the two representatives of ‘Thebes itself and the other two, who were, as Thucydides 
shows, not ἐκ Θηβῶν, and may well, as Dittenberger suggested, have been citizens of 
Plataea and the three dependent towns. 

14. συντελούντων ; this is the technical term for indicating the dependence of the lesser 
Boeotian towns on the sovereign states; cf. Thue. iv. 76. 3 Χαιρώνειαν ἣ ἐς Ὀρχομενὸν... 
ξυντελεῖ and Paus. ix. 3. 6 τῶν δὲ πολισμάτων ὀπόσα ἐστὶν ἐλάσσονος λόγου συντέλειαν αἱροῦνται. 

16. ᾿Ορχομένιοι : Orchomenus, the ancient and most serious rival of Thebes, issued its 
own coinage without the league-symbol in the sixth century and in the first half of the fifth. 
No coins of the city are ascribed to the period 456-387, and the league-symbol does not 
make its appearance on the coins of Orchomenus till 387—74, though many of the types of 
that period are without it and have the traditional corn-grain of the city. On the strength 
of the numismatic evidence, and in particular the absence of the league-symbol, it has been 
supposed that prior to 447 Orchomenus was not a member of the federation, or at any rate 
was not closely connected with it (Head, of. εἴ]. p. xxxvii; cf. Cauer, a. Pauly-Wissowa, 
Real-Enci. iii. p. 645) ; but that Orchomenus should have remained outside the league for so 
long is not very likely, and the importance attached to the absence of the league-symbol 
from its coinage prior to 387 seems to us exaggerated, especially as the symbol is not always 
found on the coins of Orchomenus from 387-74. 

Ὑσιαῖοι : this, as Wilamowitz remarked, cannot refer to Hysiae near Plataea, but must 
mean the inhabitants of Ὕηττος on Lake Copais, east of Orchomenus. It is, however, we 
think, not necessary to alter the text to ὑὙήττιοι, as he proposes. Ὑσιαῖοι here probably indicates 
a real variation in the form of the name; cf. the ancient identification of Hysiae with Hyria 
mentioned by Strabo ix. 2.12. Of Hyettus and its neighbour Olmones Pausanias (ix. 24. 3) 
SayS κῶμαι νῦν τε οὖσαι καὶ εὐθὺς ἐξ ἀρχῆς μοίρας δὲ (ἐμοὶ δοκεῖν) τῆς ᾿Ορχομενίας εἰσί... ; but 
the first statement is inexact, for Hyettus appears as an independent πόλις in inscriptions of 
the third century B.c. In 395, however, it was probably, as Meyer suggests, dependent 
upon Orchomenus in the same way as Thisbe and Eutresis were subordinate to Thespiae. 

Θεσπιεῖς σὺν Εὐτρήσει καὶ Θίσβαις : that Thespiae had two Boeotarchs is not surprising in 
view of its extensive territory at this period ; cf. Thuc. iv. 76. 3, where Sida: on the Corinthian 
Gulf belongs to it. For Eutresis cf. Strabo ix. 2. 28 Evrpyow ... κωμίον Θεσπιέων. Thisbe 
as well as Corsiae, a town further west, became independent in the third century Β.0., as is 
shown by inscriptions. 

17. ἕνα δὲ Ταναγραῖοι: in later times the territory of Tanagra was very extensive, 
including Eleon, Harma, Mycalessus, and Pharae (Strabo ix. 2. 14, Pausan. ix. 19. 4), Aulis 
(Strabo ix. 2. 8, Pausan. ix. 19. 8), and Hyria (Strabo ix. 2, 12); but, as Meyer observes, 

Q2 
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the fact that Tanagra in 395 had only one Boeotarch indicates that it was then much less 
important, and probably most or even all of those six places at that time belonged to 
Thebes. Head (Coins of Central Greece, p. xxxviii) thinks that in 480-456 Tanagra 
aspired to the hegemony of the league, because it was the only town which struck coins in 
the name of the Boeotians as a whole; but this seems to us a very doubtful inference 
(Cauer 1. c. wrongly states that Tanagra issued coins of its own in this period, and hence 
erroneously regards Tanagra as standing outside the league). That Aulis was Theban 
in B.c. 431 is made probable by xiii, 25, where it is mentioned together with Schoenus 
and Potniae, which were undoubtedly Theban; and of Hyria Strabo (1. c.) expressly says 
that it was formerly in the Thebais, while Pharae and Mycalessus, which were independent 
both before 480 and after 387, are much more likely to have belonged to Thebes than 
to Tanagra in the intervening period. Delium therefore seems to have been the only 
place of much importance belonging to Tanagra in 395; cf. Thuc. iv. 76, Strabo ix. 2. 7, 
Pausan., ix. 20. 1. 

xii. 17-20. On the six minor states divided into two groups with one Boeotarch to 
each group cf. pp. 224-5. 

20. ᾿Ακραιφνίου : the spelling of this name is subject to many variations. P’s form 
᾿Ακραίφνιον has hitherto been found only in Pausan. ix. 23. 5, 24. 1. Inscriptions and the 
older literature have only forms without the ν, ἡ ᾿Ακραιφία, τὸ ᾿Ακραίφιον, τὰ ᾿Ακραίφια, but 
Steph. Byz, states that Theopompus employed the form ra ᾿Ακραίφνια (cf. p. 126) and that 
Ephorus used ᾿Ακραίφνιος and ᾿Ακραιφνιώτης for the ἐθνικόν, Outside Boeotia the word seems 
to have been derived from ἀκραιφνής. 

21-3. That the federal boule, consisting of 660 members, was divided like the state 
βουλαί into four parts, each of which held office in turn, is neither stated by P, nor is at all 
likely. Lines 29-31 apparently refer to general meetings of the federal boule in the 
Cadmea, and another mention of it occurs in xiii. 12, but the ultimate decision in matters 
of supreme importance rested less with it than with the boulai of the individual states ; 
cf. p. 224. 

23. αὐτοί: sc. the Boeotians. 
24. The hiatus στρατιὰ ἑκάστῳ can be avoided by placing ἑκάστῳ μέρει after δέ ; 

cf. i. 4, note. 

Cols. xii. 31-xiv. 5 = ch. XII. Partes at Thebes. 

‘At Thebes the best and most notable of the citizens were, as I have already stated, 
divided against each other, one faction being led by Ismenias, Antitheus, and Androclidas, 
the other by Leontiades, Asias, and Corrantadas. The political party of Leontiades sided 
with the Lacedaemonians, while that of Ismenias was accused of Atticizing, because it 
favoured the Athenian democracy when the latter was exiled. Ismenias’ party, however, 
was not concerned for the Athenians but.... Such being the condition of affairs at 
Thebes, and each of the two factions being powerful, many people from the cities 
throughout Boeotia then came forward and joined one or the other of them. At that 
time, and for a short period previously, the party of Ismenias and Androclidas was the 
stronger both at Thebes itself and in the boule of the Boeotians; but formerly that of 
Asias and Leontiades was in the ascendant for a considerable period and (had complete 
control of?) the city. For when the Lacedaemonians in the war with the Athenians were 
occupying Decelea and collected a large concourse of their allies, this party prevailed over 
their opponents both by reason of the proximity of the Lacedaemonians and because the 
latter were instrumental in conferring great benefits upon the city. The Thebans made 
a great advance in the direction of complete prosperity as soon as war between the 
Athenians and Lacedaemonians began ; for when the Athenians commenced to threaten (?) 



842. THEOPOMPUS (OR CRATIPPUS), HELLENICA 3229 

Boeotia, the inhabitants of Erythrae, Scaphae, Scolus, Aulis, Schoenus, and Potniae, and 
many other similar places which had no walls, congregated at Thebes, thus doubling the 
size of the city. But it nevertheless came to prosper in a much higher degree when the 
Thebans in conjunction with the Lacedaemonians fortified Decelea against the Athenians ; 
for they took over the prisoners and all the other spoils of the war at a small price, and, 
as they inhabited the neighbouring country, carried off to their homes all the furnishing 
material in Attica, beginning with the wood and tiles of the houses. The country of the 
Athenians at that time had been the most lavishly furnished in Greece, for it had suffered 
but slight injury from the Lacedaemonians in the former invasions, and had been adorned 
and elaborated with so much extravagance that... Such was the condition of Thebes and 
Boeotia.’ 

Xli, 32. ὥσπερ καὶ πρότερον : i.e. in xi. 36-8. 
34-5. Ismenias and Androclidas are well known as the leaders of the anti-Spartan 

party at Thebes at this period and instigators of the war with Sparta, for the furtherance 
of which they took bribes from Persia; cf. i. 33, note. The form ᾿Ανδροκλῆς which occurs 
here is a slip ; ᾿Ανδροκλείδας, the correct Boeotian form uniformly employed by Xenophon, 
is found in xiv. 6 and 35, and the Attic variant ᾿Ανδροκλείδης in xiii. 11. ᾿Αντίθεος is not 
mentioned by Xenophon, who (ell. iii. 5. 1) in his place associates with Ismenias and 
Androclidas an otherwise unknown Ταλαξίδωρος. Pausanias, however (iii. 9. 8), couples 
Androclidas and Ismenias with ᾿Αμφίθεμις, who is obviously identical with our ᾿Αντίθεος, 
while Plutarch (Zysand. 27) calls him ’Ap@ieos. Of the leaders of the pro-Spartan party 
Λεοντιάδης (Aeovridas Plut.) is familiar, but ᾿Ασίας (or ᾿Αστίας as he is called in xiii. 13) seems 
to be otherwise unknown, for the ᾿Αρχίας who is associated with Leontiades in 379 (Xen. 
fell. ν. 4. 2, 6, Plut. Pelop. 5 sqq., Cornelius Nepos, Pe/op. 3. 2) is not likely to be the 
same as ᾿Ασίας. With regard to the form of that name, ᾿Αστίας does not occur elsewhere, 
but fascias is found in a Boeotian inscription. Koppavradas (cf. Koppwadas in Boeotian 
inscriptions) may, as Meyer suggests, be identical with the Boeotian general Ko:parddas 
mentioned in Xen. Hell. i. 3. 15-22 and Axad. vii. 1. 33 sqq. 

39. Though a plural subject for ἔφυγον can be supplied out of τὸν δῆμον, the sentence 
is made much clearer by altering ἔφυγον to ἔφυγεν, as proposed by Wilamowitz. The 
reference is of course to the restoration of the Athenian democracy in 403. 

xiii. 1-5. The general sense of this passage appears to be that Jsmenias and his party 
favoured Athens not from any regard for Athenian interests but from selfish motives, in 
order that they might use Athenian support in the contest with the pro-Spartan party at 
Thebes; cf. xiv. 6-16. 

10. [μικ]ρῷ πρότερον : i.e. ever since the conclusion of the Peloponnesian war when 
the ascendency of Ismenias’ party caused a complete change in Theban policy, and Thebes 
which had been the bitterest foe of Athens suddenly became leader of the opposition to 
Sparta; cf. Meyer, Gesch. d. Alt. v. pp. 213-4. P's description in xii—xiv of the attitude 
of Thebes and the origin of the anti-Spartan league is much fuller than the short accounts 
in Xenophon, el. iii. 5. 1-3, Pausan. iii. 9. 9, Plut. Zysand. 27 and Diod. xiv. 81 ; and in 
particular his analysis of the motives of Ismenias’ party (xii. 37 sqq., xiv. 6 sqq.) is acute 
and just (cf. i. 36 sqq., where he rightly treats the Persian bribes as a factor of secondary 
importance) ; but he tends to lay too much stress on the mere rivalry of the contending 
factions, and to obscure the underlying cause which brought Ismenias’ party to the front, 
the dissatisfaction of Thebes with the Spartan domination in central Greece, which hindered 
Theban ambitions. Here, as in the case of the war party at Athens (cf. i. 33, note), P’s 
sympathy with Sparta causes him to under-estimate the legitimate patriotic aspirations of 
Sparta’s chief opponents, but it is noticeable that he does not attempt to cast aspersions 
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on Ismenias and Androclidas, who equally with the leaders of the pro-Spartan party at 
Thebes are among the βέλτιστοι καὶ γνωριμώτατοι (xii. 31), and the contest of Theban 
factions is described in quite different terms from the opposition between the γνώριμοι καὶ 
χαρίεντες and of πολλοὶ καὶ δημοτικοί in i. 9 Sqq. 

xiii, 13. For the spelling ᾿Αστίαν cf. xii. 34-5, note. 
14. [τινα : there is room for three or even four letters before ν, but χρονον  τιΐνα is 

preferable to xpol[vov riJva which seems the only alternative. The beginnings of lines tend 
to be irregular throughout the papyrus. The doubtful m before the lacuna can be γ, 4, k, 
por. ἧἾχον may well be εἶϊχον, but διὰ χ[ειρῶν is inadmissible. 

16. The vestiges after καὶ σ do not suit τρ[ατευ[ μ]α very well, and τρατευματω seems too 
long for the space between σ and the final ». ot»|7a}{u]Ja (Bury) is also unsatisfactory. 

22. 6 πόλεμος : from the context, especially the mentions of Deceleia in ll. 16 and 29, 
this would naturally be interpreted as the Peloponnesian war. For some time we agreed 
with Meyer who suggested a connexion between xiii. 23-8 and the statement of Diodorus 
(xi. 81. 3) that the Spartans in the period preceding the battle of Tanagra τῆς μὲν τῶν 
Θηβαίων πόλεως μείζονα τὸν περίβολον κατεσκεύασαν, Tas δ᾽ ἐν Βοιωτίᾳ πόλεις ἠνάγκασαν ὑποτάττεσθαι 
τοῖς Θηβαίοις, and consequently referred ὁ πόλεμος to the war of Athens against the Spartans 
and Boeotians in 457. But while both writers allude to the increase in the size of Thebes, 
the explanation of it is quite different in the two cases, and Mr. Walker has convinced 
us that the natural interpretation is right, and that P ascribed the transference of population 
to Thebes to 8.6. 431. Whether he was correct in his statement, particularly in the alleged 
reason for the transference, the fear of Athenian invasion, is not clear. The Boeotians 
may have expected reprisals for the treacherous attack on Plataea, and that Athens 
cherished hopes of recovering Boeotia is shown by the expedition of Nicias against Tanagra 
in 426 (Thuc. iii. 91) and the invasion two years later which resulted in the battle of 
Delium ; but there was of course no attack upon Boeotia in 431, Attica being itself invaded, 
so that the impression conveyed by P’s statement is not very accurate. It is noteworthy 
that in his account of the prosperity of Attica (xiii. 36-xiv. 3) P unduly minimizes the 
extent of the injuries inflicted by the Lacedaemonian invasions in the Archidamian war, 
which, as Thucydides shows clearly, caused widespread devastation. If fear of Athenian 
attack was the real reason of the συνοικισμός, it would be more satisfactory to place that 
event in the period after the battle of Tanagra and the withdrawal of the Spartans from 
Boeotia when the Athenians, according to Diod. xi. 83. 1, gained possession of all the 
Boeotian cities except Thebes, which would naturally have become a centre of migration 
from other parts of the country. 

Of the six places mentioned in connexion with the συνοικισμός, Erythrae, Scaphae and 
Scolus were in the Parasopia near the Athenian boundary and in 431 belonged to Plataea 
(cf. xii, 12-3, note), while Schoenus and Potniae were Theban and respectively 50 
and ro stades north of Thebes (Pausan. ix. 8. 1, Strabo ix. 2. 22, 24, 32). A slight 
difficulty arises in connexion with Aulis, which was on the coast and much further 
away from Thebes, especially as in later times it was dependent not on Thebes but 
Tanagra. There is however not much doubt about the reading Ἰλιδος, and there are other 
reasons for supposing that the territory of Tanagra was less extensive in 431-395 than 
later ; cf. note on xii. 17. 

23. ἀπί ειλ]εῖν, though it gives a suitable sense, is very doubtful, for there seems to be 
no parallel for the metaphorical use of this word in prose, and y, » or y can be read in 
place of π. 

38. μικρά : this is an exaggeration ; cf. ]. 22, note. 
xiv. 1-2. ]Sev must be μη]δέν or od dev, and ὥστε probably preceded, perhaps immediately 

after ὑπε]ρβολήν, while the word after οἰϊκήσει[ς must be a comparative adverb. Bury suggests 
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ὥϊστε χώρας ἣν οὐ]δὲν παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς ἐπάρατον, οἸϊκήσει[ς δὲ καὶ κάλλιον φ᾽κοδομημένας ἢ παρὰ tolis 
ἄλλοις [εἶχον. 

3. Perhaps το]ῖς ἄλλοις [Ἕλλησι ; but then the repetition of Ἑλλην in the next line is 
somewhat awkward. Probably some of the letters in the lacuna were erased. ~ Before γάρ 
ε unaltered can be read instead of the supposed deleted σι αὐτῶν, like αὐτοῖς in ], 1, probably 
refers to the Athenians. 

4-5. The subject of |. ἐλάμβανον is here more probably the Thebans than the Athenians; 
cf. xiii. 32. τοὺς] | [ἰδίο]υς ἀγρούς is not unlikely. 

Cols. xiv. 6-xv. 32 = ch. XII. War between Boeotia and Phoci's. 

‘The party of Androclidas and Ismenias was anxious to involve Boeotia in a war with 
the Lacedaemonians, because firstly they wished to overthrow their supremacy in order to 
avoid destruction at the hands of the Lacedaemonians on account of the Laconizing party, 
and secondly they expected to achieve their object easily, on the supposition that the king 
would provide money in accordance with the promises of the envoy from Persia, and that 
the Corinthians, Argives and Athenians would join in the war, for these states, being hostile 
to the Lacedaemonians, would, they thought, provide support from among their citizens. 
Having this policy in view, they considered that it was difficult to attack the enemy openly, 
since neither the Thebans nor the other Boeotians would consent to a war with the 
Lacedaemonians while supreme in Greece; but they attempted to incite them to make war 
by the device of persuading certain Phocians to invade the territory of the so-called 
Hesperian Locrians. The enmity between these two states originated as follows. There © 
is a disputed area near Parnassus, about which they have gone to war in former times also ; 
this is often encroached upon for grazing by both the Phocians and the Locrians, and 
whichever party perceives the other in occupation collects in considerable numbers and 
plunders the sheep. Many such quarrels had been provoked by either side, which formerly 
they were always in the habit of settling for the most part by legal proceedings or discussion ; 
but on this occasion when the Locrians retaliated by seizing an equivalent of the sheep 
which they had lost, the Phocians at the instigation of the men procured by Androclidas 
and Ismenias immediately took up arms and invaded Locris. Thereupon the Locrians 
when their country was ravaged sent ambassadors to the Boeotians accusing the Phocians 
and asking for assistance, these states having always been on friendly terms with each 
other. Gladly seizing the opportunity, the party of Ismenias and Androclidas persuaded the 
Boeotians to help the Locrians, whereat the Phocians on receiving news of the action of 
Thebes withdrew from Locris and sent ambassadors to the Lacedaemonians asking them 
to forbid the Boeotians to enter their country. The Lacedaemonians, although they 
considered the story unworthy of belief, nevertheless sent a message ordering the Boeotians 
not to make war on the Phocians, but if they considered themselves aggrieved on any point 
to take satisfaction at a meeting of the confederacy. The Boeotians, however, at the 
instigation of the men who had arranged the plot and its consequences, dismissed the 
Lacedaemonian envoys with an unfavourable answer, and taking up arms marched against 
the Phocians. They immediately invaded the country, and after ravaging the land of 
the Parapotamii, the Daulii and Phanoteis, they attempted an assault upon these cities. 
They attacked Daulia, but retreated without having effected anything, and even suffered 
some slight losses; of the Phanoteis, however, they took by storm the suburb of the 
town. After this success they advanced further into Phocis, where they overran part of 
the plain near Elatea and Pedieis and the people of that neighbourhood, and then turned 
homewards. As they were passing Hyampolis in the course of the retreat, they decided to 
make an attempt upon it. The place is remarkably strong, and though they attacked the 
walls and displayed no lack of energy they achieved no success, but had to retire with the 
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loss of about eighty soldiers. Having inflicted this amount of injury upon the Phocians 
the Boeotians returned to their own country.’ 

xiv. 12--2. καθ᾿ ἅ and the insertion of δέ were suggested by Wilamowitz ; Blass had 
proposed ἐπειδή in 1. 12 and made μεθέξειν dependent on ἐπηγγέλλετο, which is less satisfactory. 
The effects of the bribes of Timocrates and the anti-Spartan feeling at Corinth, Argos and 
Athens have already been described by P in ii. 1 sqq. Though the hopes of assistance 
from Athens were justified by the event, the expectation of help from Corinth and Argos 
proved somewhat premature, for these two states remained passive until the defeat of the 
Lacedaemonians at Haliartus had relieved Boeotia from danger. 

14. The somewhat otiose sentence τούτους. . . πολίτας is corrupt as it stands, and the 
simplest course is to read συμπαραϊσκ]ευάσειν for cvprapeox|evace; but this does not yield 
a very Satisfactory sense, and possibly some words have dropped out. 

21 sqq. With regard to the origin of the Boeotian war, P’s account, which is much 
more detailed than those of the extant authorities, agrees with Xenophon’s (/7e/l. iii. 5. 3) and 
Pausanias’ (iii. 9. 9) in attributing the ultimate responsibility for the outbreak to the party 
of Ismenias and Androclidas (cf. also Plut. Zysand. 27), and the occasion of it to a border 
dispute between Phocis and Locris. Diodorus, who (xiv. 81. 1) says merely Φωκεῖς πρὸς 
Βοιωτοὺς ἔκ τινων ἐγκλημάτων εἰς πόλεμον καταστάντες ἔπεισαν τοὺς Λακεδαιμονίους συμμαχεῖν κατὰ τῶν 
Βοιωτῶν, not only gives no details but produces the false impression that Sparta rather than 
Thebes was the aggressor, a view which is defended in vain by Grote, for though Plutarch 
(Lysand. 27) says that some regarded Lysander as the cause of the war rather than the 
Thebans, there can no longer be any doubt that the latter were the prime movers. But 
while P so far supports Xenophon and Pausanias, his account differs widely from theirs in 
point of detail. In the first place Xenophon states that the Locrians in question were the 
Opuntian Locrians, whereas according to P they were the Hesperian Locrians and the 
disputed area was περὶ τὸν Παρνασσόν. Pausanias speaks of οἱ ἐξ ᾿Αμφίσσης Λοκροί, thus 
agreeing with P, who is likely to be right on this point. In 394 both sets of Locrians were 
allied to Thebes and Athens; cf. Xen. Hell. iv. 2. 17, 3. 15. Secondly, while Xenophon 
and Pausanias represent the Locrians as beginning the dispute by encroaching upon the 
disputed area at the suggestion of their allies the Thebans, according to P it was 
the Phocians who originally made a raid upon the flocks of the Locrians in the 
debatable ground, and the Locrians only assumed the offensive as a means of 
retaliation. The subsequent invasion of Locris by the Phocians is also attributed by 
P to the instigation of a band of Phocians in the pay of the Thebans. There is 
further a minor discrepancy with respect to the precise action of the Locrians in the 
disputed area. According to Xenophon they were persuaded χρήματα τελέσαι (which 
is translated ‘levy money’ though τελέσαι does not seem to be the right word in the 
context), and the Phocians retaliated by taking πολλαπλάσια χρήματα. P’s account on the 
other hand, according to which the dispute was concerned with the grazing of flocks, agrees 
closely with that of Pausanias, who says that the Locrians τόν re σῖτον ἀκμάζοντα ἔτεμον καὶ 
ἤλασαν λείαν ἄγοντες. Whether it was really the Locrians or, as P asserts, certain Phocians 
who allowed themselves to be made the tools of Thebes cannot be decided with certainty. 
The intrigue becomes more involved in P’s version, which brings out the remarkable 
ingenuity of Ismenias and Androclidas in making the Locrians appear the injured party, 
and displays an apparently very detailed knowledge of the circumstances. Meyer is disposed 
to prefer Xenophon’s account on the ground that the Locrians, not the Phocians, were 
allied to Thebes, and that the Phocians fell too readily into the trap prepared for them. On 
the other hand, if the facts were as P states, an abbreviated account of them would easily 
give rise to the version in which the Locrians took the first step. 
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The appeal of the Locrians for Theban support (xiv. 37-xv. 3) is also related by both 
Xenophon and Pausanias, but neither of these writers mentions the embassy of the Phocians 
to Sparta and the unsuccessful mission of the Spartans to Boeotia (xv. 3-14) prior to the 
actual invasion of Phocis. According to them the request for Spartan assistance was made 
by the Phocians after the invasion had begun, and then the pretext for a war with Boeotia 
was eagerly seized. Pausanias adds the statement that the Athenians tried to prevent 
a conflict, ὅπλα μὲν σφᾶς (the Spartans) δεόμενοι μὴ κινῆσαι δίκῃ δὲ ὑπὲρ ὧν ἐγκαλοῦσι διακρίνεσθαι, 
an improbable story which looks like a perversion of the proposals of the Spartans in xv. 9-11. 
P must have described the successful appeal of the Phocians for Spartan intervention in 
a later chapter after the campaign of Agesilaus, in the middle of which the papyrus breaks 
off ; but the narrative in xv. 7-11 represents the Spartans as pursuing a pacific policy and 
showing no great anxiety to accept the opportunity for declaring war on Boeotia. This 
does not harmonize very well with Xenophon’s eminently just remarks (/e//. iii. 5. 5) upon 
the reasons which the Spartans had for welcoming a war with Boeotia at this juncture, and, 
as Meyer suggests, P may be exaggerating the Spartan moderation. On the other hand 
Xenophon himself in Hell. iii. 5. 3 says—what is probably true—that the Thebans had 
to take the initiative because they knew ὅτι εἰ μή ris ἄρξει πολέμου οὐκ ἐθελήσουσιν οἱ Λακεδαι- 
μόνιοι λύειν τὰς σπονδὰς πρὸς τοὺς συμμάχους, and P’s statement that the Spartans, while in 

doubt about the truth of the impending invasion of Phocis, gave the Boeotians the chance 
of settling the quarrel peaceably, is not inconsistent with their ready intervention when 
the invasion was an accomplished fact. The arrogant tone of the Spartan message, in 
which the Boeotians were treated as if they were subordinate members of the Peloponnesian 
confederacy is quite in keeping with their claim ἄρχειν τῆς Ελλάδος (xiv. 20). 

25. ἔστι: on the use of the present tense here and in Il. 27 and 40, which has an 
important bearing upon the date of the composition of P’s work, cf. xvi. 3, note, and p. 134. 

KV. 3-4. dyyeAdevrloy and τότε μέν were suggested by Wilamowitz. 
5. The vestiges after δέ] do not suit μετὰ ταῦτα. 
15 sqq. These details concerning the invasion of Phocis are all new, but of no special 

interest. With regard to the chronology of the war between Boeotia and Phocis, P’s 
remark (xi. 34) that it began in the summer agrees with Pausanias’ statement that the 
Locrians cut down τὸν σῖτον ἀκμάζοντα. Apparently the dispute between Phocis and 
Locris took place about May or June, the invasion of Phocis about July and August, and 
the battle of Haliartus about September or October. 

19. Δαυλίᾳ: for the form cf. Strabo ix. 423 Ὅμηρος μὲν οὖν Δαυλίδα εἶπεν, of δ᾽ ὕστερον 

Δαυλίαν. 
24. Πεδιέας : this town is mentioned by Hat. viii. 33, but Πεδιέας here may mean the 

people of Pedieis ; cf. the similar ambiguity in the case of Παραποτάμιοι. 
26. The corruption of παρ Ὑυαμπολιν into προς Παρυην πολιν was detected by both Blass 

and Wilamowitz. 

XV, 32-xvi. 29 = ch. XIV. The naval war. 

‘Cheiricrates, who had arrived as admiral in succession to Pollis, having now taken 
over the command of the fleet of the Lacedaemonians and their allies, Conon manned 
twenty triremes and setting out from Rhodes sailed to Caunus. Wishing to communicate 
with Pharnabazus and Tithraustes and to obtain money, he went inland from Caunus 
to visit them. The soldiers at this time had many months’ pay owing to them, for their 
generals paid them badly, as is their invariable habit when fighting for the king. In the 
Decelean war also, when the Lacedaemonians were the allies of Persia, money was provided 
on a very mean and niggardly scale, and the triremes of the allies would often have been 
disbanded but for the energy of Cyrus. The responsibility for this lies with the king, who 
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when he begins a war, dispatches a small sum at the outset and neglects the army sub- 
sequently, while those in charge of the campaign being unable to defray the expenses 
privately sometimes suffer their forces to disband. This is what usually takes place, but on 
the arrival of Conon and his declaration that the Persian cause would run the risk of ruin 
through want of money, of which it was unreasonable for the king’s soldiers to be in need, 
Tithraustes sent some of the barbarians in his following with two hundred and twenty 
talents for the pay of the soldiers; this sum was obtained from the property of Tissaphernes. 
After remaining a short time longer at Sardis he then went up to the court of the king, having 
appointed Ariaeus and Pasiphernes to take command, and delivered to them for the purposes 
of the war the silver and gold that was left behind, which proved, as it is said, to be about 
seven hundred talents.’ 

xv. 33. On Cheiricrates, who succeeded Pollis as ναύαρχος in the late summer of 395, 
cf. iii. 21 and 23-6, notes. Neither ναύαρχος was known previously. Cheiricrates seems 
to have taken no active steps against Conon: probably the bulk of the Spartan fleet was 
at Cnidus; but Pancalus was stationed with 5 ships at the Hellespont, where he co- 
operated with Agesilaus; cf. xxi. 25-7. In the course of the winter of 395-4 Cheiricrates 
was superseded by Agesilaus’ brother-in-law, Pisander, who was killed at the battle of Cnidus 
in the following July or August. Xenophon, who (/el/. iii. 4. 27-9, supported by Plut. 
Ages. το, Pausan. iii. 9. 6) represents Pisander as appointed ναύαρχος by Agesilaus when the 
latter was in the πεδίον ὑπὲρ Κύμης on his way to invade Phrygia, i.e. in the late summer 
of 395 (cf. Hedl. iv. τ. 1 and xviii. 38 sqq. and xix. 2, note), has clearly placed the beginning 
of Pisander’s vavapyia too early. 

37 sqq. This visit of Conon to Pharnabazus and Tithraustes to obtain money is not 
epee elsewhere. Diodorus (xix. 81. 4—6) relates that Conon went to the king himself 
at Babylon for the same purpose, synchronizing this event with the Boeotian war. His 
date for Conon’s journey to Persia conflicts with that of Nepos (Conon 3) and Pausanias 
(iii. 9. 2), who imply that it took place in the winter of 396-5; but the correctness of 
Diodorus’ date is now amply vindicated (cf. note on vii. 4), and Conon’s journey to 
Babylon is to be assigned to the late autumn of 395 or winter of 395-4. That he should 
have found it necessary to go to the king to obtain money is not at all surprising, for 
the 220 talents which he received from Tithraustes cannot have been sufficient to make 
up the arrears of many months’ pay upon a fleet of over 100 triremes and numerous Greek 
mercenaries on land, and the serious mutiny described in xvi. 29 sqq. shows the dangers 
to which he was exposed so long as he was ill provided with funds. 

xvi. 2-4. This sentence seems to be the origin of Justin’s remark (vi. 2. 11) with 
regard to Conon’s soldiers, guos pracfectt regis fraudare stipendio soltti erant; cf. xvi. 
29, note. 

3. ἔθος ἐστίν : the use of the present tense here and in 1]. 9-16 is important as an 
indication that this history was composed before the fall of the Persian empire ; cf. xiv. 25, 
27, 40, xix. 5 and p. 122. 

5. Λακεδαιμόνιοι ἦσαν ; the hiatus can be avoided by reading Λακεδαιμονίοι(ςν, as Wilamowitz 
proposes. Cf. i. 4, note. 

4. Cf. Isocr. Panegyr. 142 τὸ μὲν én’ ἐκείνῳ (sc. the king) πολλάκις ἂν διελύθησαν (sc. οἱ 
στρατιῶται). 

14. ν Of enore is corrected from x. 
17. av Of avrov is corrected. At the end of the line the v of συν is written above the ν. 
24-6. Tithraustes, having fulfilled the objects of his mission, the removal of 

Tissaphernes and the necessary arrangements for the continuance of the war, had no 
justification for remaining in Lydia; cf. Meyer, op. cz/. v. p. 249. While Pharnabazus 
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was at Conon’s request made commander-in-chief of the Persian forces (Diod. xiv. 8r. 6; 
cf. vii. 4, note) and acted as such in 394-3, the successor of Tissaphernes as satrap was 
Tiribazus, who is first heard of in the winter of 393-2 (Xen. Hell. iv. 8. 12). 

27. For Ariaeus cf. vii. 36 and vii. 4, note. From Xen. /el/. iv. 1. 27, it appears 
that he revolted from Persia in the course of the winter of 395-4. Pasiphernes was 
perhaps referred to in iii. 37, but is not mentioned by the other authorities, unless he 
is identical with the general whom Diodorus calls Artaphernes ; cf. iii. 37, note. 

Cols. xvi. 29—-xviii. 33 = ch. XV. Mutiny of Conon’s forces. 

‘The Cypriots who had sailed with Conon to Caunus, persuaded by certain persons 
who falsely asserted that there was no intention to give them the arrears of their pay, but 
that preparations were only being made for discharging the debts of the crews and marines, 
were filled with indignation, and having met in assembly elected as their leader a man of 
Carpasian stock, and gave him a body-guard of two soldiers from each ship . . . Conon 
after hearing their story urged them not to believe that (one section would be favoured), 
assuring them that they would all alike obtain their pay. Having given this answer, he said 
that he wished to make it known to the other soldiers also, whereupon the leader of the 
Cypriots, the Carpasian, followed him towards the main body of the troops. They started 
out in company, and when they were passing the gates Conon, being in front, came outside 
the wall first, but the Carpasian while he was going out at the gates was seized without 
Conon’s consent by some of the Messenians in Conon’s following, who wished to 
detain him in the city in order that he might be punished for his offences. The Cypriots 
who were accompanying him laid hold of the Carpasian and prevented the Messenians from 
arresting him, and the contingent of the 600, perceiving the fight, also came to the 
help of their leader. Conon .. . (went back) to the city, while the Cypriots attacked and 
drove off the Messenians who had seized the Carpasian, and being persuaded that Conon’s 
plans with regard to the distribution of the pay were altogether (unjust), thereupon 
embarked on the triremes with the object, as some said, of taking up the Cypriots at 
Rhodes and sailing to Cyprus. Leaving . . ., and conveying with them the Cypriots who 
consented to come, they marched against the acropolis in order to destroy the power 
of Conon, whom they regarded as the cause of all their troubles . . . When the Cypriots landed 
at Caunus, Conon came to Leonymus the . . . and declared that he alone could save 
the king’s cause, for if Leonymus would consent to give him the Greek guards protecting 
Caunus and as many Carians as possible, he would put an end to the mutiny in the camp. 
Leonymus having bidden him take as many soldiers as he wished, he remained inactive for 
that day, since it was already near sunset ; but on the next before dawn he took a large 
number of the Carians and all the Greeks, led them out of the city, and proceeded to post 
some of them round the outside of the camp, others . . . by the ships and seashore. 
Having done this and given orders to proclaim that each soldier should go... he 
captured the Carpasian and sixty of the other Cypriots, whom he put to death, while 
the leader was crucified. The Cypriots who were left at Rhodes were enraged on 
hearing of this, and in their indignation first attacked and drove out the officers whom 
Conon had appointed, and then leaving the harbour caused a great tumult and riot among 
the Rhodians. Conon, however, arrived from Caunus, and having arrested their leaders put 
them to death, distributing pay among the remainder. Thus the king’s camp, after it had 
reached a condition of extreme peril, was restored to peace by Conon and his energetic 
measures,’ 

xvi. 29 sqq. These Cypriot mercenaries were a land force, as appears from the 
contrast between them and the ὑπηρεσίαι and ἐπιβάται in 1]. 34-5. The ἑξακοσίων [σύνταγμα] 



236 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

in xvii. 24 seems to be part of them, but that restoration is far from certain. The mutiny 
is only mentioned elsewhere by Justin (vi. 2. rr) Sed Cononem seditio militum invadit, quos 
pracfecti regis fraudare stipendio solitt erant : eo instantius debita poscentibus quo graviorem sub 
magno duce militiam praesumebant. The sentence guos pracfecti . . . erant closely resembles 
xvi. 2-4, and P is probably the ultimate source of Justin’s reference to the mutiny. 

xvi. 31. The correction of ουτω, which makes an extremely awkward construction, to 
ὑπο is due to Wilamowitz. 

37. Καρπασέα: it is rather curious that P does not mention his name, for the narrative 
of the mutiny is conspicuous for its wealth of detail, which is likely to have been obtained 
from an eyewitness. The omission may however, as Meyer remarks, be intentional, 
implying contempt ; cf. xvii. 16 τοῦ δὲ ἀϊνθ]ρώπου τοῦ Kapracéws. With regard to the form of 
the adjective, the agreement between the papyrus and Theopompus (Fr. 93) provides a 
strong argument for identifying him with our author; cf. p. 131. 

xvii. 1. That the separate fragment containing the middles of ll. 1-8 belongs to the 
upper part of this column is made certain by its colour and the mention of Conon in ]. 3. 
The exact position is then fixed by the recto, which has the beginning of a new section 
ἀπ[ηλ(ιώτου) ἐχ]ο(μένου) ἐγβ(αίνοντος) partly on this fragment, partly on the piece containing 
the rest of Col. xvii. 

5 |paset: a can be read in place of the first ε. aves is perhaps a separate word (=dei) ; 
cf. avec in ili. 13. 

6. περὶ τὸϊν pro Ody cannot be read. Αἱ the end of the line a is possible instead of « . , 
but there is not room for αἰκου] σας, and the division a|[xovcas would make the line 
too short. Bury suggests σιωπῇ. 

8-9. The general sense of Conon’s answer is clearly that in the distribution of the 
money no one section of the troops would be favoured, but all would receive their share. 
In 1. 8 the doubtful X may be « or » or possibly τ; with the last reading [οὐδένα 
πλεονεκτίη ) σίειν is possible. Line 9 requires something like πάντας ἔλεγε τὸν μισθὸν ἀπὸ τῆς 
ἴσης κομιεῖσθαι. The letter before κομιεῖσθαι, if not σ, can only be y. 

10-I. ποιησάμενος is due to Bury. Wilamowitz suggested ταύτην [δὲ τὴν ἀπόκρισιν καὶ 
τοῖς ἄλλοις] ἔφασκεν βούλεσθαι [δ]ιαδηλῶσαι στρατίωτΊ]αις, which no doubt expresses the sense 
correctly, and most of which we have adopted. The letter before ts in ]. 11 cannot be a. 

12. ὁ ΚαρπαἸ]σεζὺς αὐτῷ] is due to Wilamowitz. 
24. €£[axoo |v [σύνταγμα] is very doubtful, especially as axoo is rather short for the first 

lacuna, which has room for 5 letters, and this supposed corps is not mentioned elsewhere. 
Perhaps eé followed by a place-name should be read. 

25. Something like [ὡς εἶδε] περιστάντας] would suit the sense. 
26. τὴν πόλιν : sc. Caunus. 
28. ἀπέκροῇ]υσαν : the v is extremely doubtful, but a and ε are inadmissible. 
29. Perhaps πίαρὰ τὸ δίκαιον τ]όν, if παρεσκευάσθαι is middle. If it is passive, διά is 

probable before r]év. In xvi. 33 παρασκευάζονται is more probably middle, but may be 
passive. 

31. ent ταύταις τ]αῖς was suggested by Wilamowilz. ὥς γέ τινες ἔλεγον seems to refer 
to the statements of the Cypriots, and is not, we think, to be interpreted as a reservation on 
the part of the author, for which τινες λέγουσι would be expected; cf. ii. 1-2. 

33 sqq. The narrative becomes very obscure at this point. τῆς Αλαν. «Ἰνιοιου seems to 
be corrupt; there is not much doubt about the reading ov; the only possible alternatives 
to οἱ are om or wt, but these are less suitable. τῇ Saap{ci] could be read, but yields no 
sense, and that the mutineers reached Cyprus is unlikely, since it is clear from xviii. 1-22 
that they soon returned to Caunus, and ὥς γέ τινες ἔλεγον indicates that they did not carry 
out their original plans in full, Assuming that Ada. «Ἰνιοιου is the name of an unknown 



842. THEOPOMPUS (OR CRATIPPUS), HELLENICA 237 

place, this was perhaps situated in Rhodes, for παρακ[ομίσανἾτες, if correct, seems to refer 
back to τοὺς ἐκ] τῆς Ρόδου παραλαβόν τε]ς, and if τίοῦ Κόνωνος] (Wilamowitz) is right in 1. 36 
the acropolis might be that of Rhodes. On the other hand if ’Ad\ay... was in Rhodes 
we should expect the statement that the mutineers sailed thither, whereas ἀποπλ]εύσαντες 
or ἐκπλ]εύσαντες can hardly be avoided in the light of the following genitive, even though 
the omission of ἀπό before τῆς is not in accordance with our author’s usage ; cf. xviii. 1-2 
ἀποπλεύσαντες ἀπὸ τῆς... Moreover, the account in xvili. 23-8 of the proceedings of the 
Cypriots who were left at Rhodes does not harmonize at all well with the view that 
the acropolis of the city of Rhodes had been attacked previously. It is therefore very 
doubtful whether the mutineers sailed as far as Rhodes, and possibly the acropolis and 
the supposed place Aday . . . were in the vicinity of Caunus, 

37. αὐτοῖς was suggested by Wilamowitz. 
xviii. 2. The letter after τῆς might be a, and it is conceivable that the name 

Αλανΐ. «Ἰνιοιου (xvii. 33) recurred here; but several other letters, e.g. δ, ε,) or o, are 
equally admissible. The verb lost probably had the sense of ‘returned’, sc. to Caunus. 

3. If τοῖς is not an error for ταῖς, some part of the gear of the triremes is probably 
referred to, perhaps ἱστίοις ; cf. Conon’s capture of the μεγάλα τῶν Λυσάνδρου νεῶν ἱστία after 
Aegospotami (Xen. fell. ii. 1. 29). 

4. κατηγμέϊνων τῶν Κυπρίων : κατηγμέϊνος is unlikely, for there is no indication that Conon 
had left Caunus, and Leonymus was clearly posted in the immediate neighbourhood of 
the city. 

5. Perhaps τὸν τῶν πεζῶν ἄρχοντα, as Wilamowitz suggests. 
αὐτῷ ὅτι : for the hiatus cf. i. 4, note. αὐτῷ can be omitted without difficulty. 
18. Some word like προσήγαγε is probable in the lacuna. 
19. Wilamowitz suggests τὸν κήρυκα βαίνειν, but a compound of βαίνειν would rather 

‘be expected. 
20. Wilamowitz proposes τὴϊν ἑαυτοῦ, Bury τὴϊν σκηνήν, 
24. Ῥόδῳ nyavdkz[ovy: another hiatus; cf. ]. 5. 
30-3. With this favourable criticism of Conon cf. xvi, 8 διὰ τὴν Κύρου προθυμίαν, xx. 

35 διὰ τὴν “Paddvov προθυμίαν, and p. 123. 

Cols. xviii. 33-xxil. 39 = chs. XVI-XVII. Agesilaus in Asia. 

‘While Agesilaus was marching towards the Hellespont with the army of the 
Lacedaemonians and their allies, as long as he was passing through Lydia he did no injury 
to the inhabitants, wishing to abide by the truce made with Tithraustes. But when he 
reached the country of Pharnabazus, he plundered and ravaged the land as he advanced. 
Then crossing the plain of Thebe and the so-called plain of Apia he invaded Mysia, and 
gave urgent orders to the Mysians to take up arms on his side; for most of the Mysians 
are autonomous and not subjects of the king. Those Mysians who elected to join the 
expedition suffered no injury from him, but he laid waste the land of the rest. When in 
the course of his advance he came to about the middle of the so-called Mysian Olympus, 
seeing that the pass was difficult and narrow, and being anxious to cross it in safety, he 
sent an envoy to the Mysians, and having made a truce with them began to lead his forces 
through the country. The Mysians however, after allowing many of the Peloponnesians 
and their allies to go through, attacked the rear-guard and struck down some of the soldiers, 
who were not in regular order owing to the confined space. Agesilaus encamped his army 
and remained inactive for the rest of that day while he was performing the due rites for the 
dead (about fifty of the soldiers had perished), and on the day following, having posted 
a large number of the so-called Dercylidean mercenaries in an ambush, again started on 
the march with his army, The Mysians all thought that Agesilaus was departing in 
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consequence of the loss received on the previous day, and coming out of their villages 
began to pursue the army with the intention of attacking the rear-guard as before; where- 
upon the Greeks in the ambush, when the enemy came up to them, charged out and 
attacked them at close quarters. The Mysian leaders and those in the forefront of the 
pursuit perished in the sudden onslaught of the Greeks, while the main body perceiving the 
losses of their comrades in front fled home to their villages. On receipt of the news Agesilaus 
wheeled round, and led his army back by the same road until he joined the force which had 
been in ambush, and pitched his camp on the spot where they had encamped on the 
previous day. Afterwards the Mysians, to whom the dead severally belonged, sent heralds 
and .. . took away the bodies under a truce, more than a hundred and thirty being 
killed. Agesilaus after obtaining guides from the villages and giving his soldiers a rest of 
[.]days led his army forward, and having brought them down into the country of the Phrygians 
(not that part which he had invaded in the previous summer but another which was un- 
plundered), proceeded to lay it waste under the guidance of Spithradates and his son. 
Spithradates was by race a Persian, who for some time lived with Pharnabazus and was in his 
service, but having subsequently quarrelled with him, and being afraid that he would be seized ~ 
and come to harm, took refuge for the moment at Cyzicus, and afterwards presented himself 
to Agesilaus with his son Megabates, who was young and handsome. When this happened, 
Agesilaus received them favourably, chiefly for the sake of the youth to whom he is said 
to have been much attached, but partly also on account of Spithradates, who he hoped 
would act as guide of the expedition and be useful in other ways. For these reasons they 
obtained a warm welcome., Continuing the onward march of his army and plundering 
the country of Pharnabazus, Agesilaus reached the town called Leonton Cephalae; and 
after making several assaults, but without success, moved his forces and led them forward, 
plundering and laying waste the unravaged part of the country. Arriving subsequently 
at Gordium, a town built upon a mound and strongly fortified, he encamped his forces and 
remained there six days, making assaults upon the enemy and keeping his soldiers from 
dispersing by affording them numerous comforts. When he failed to overpower the place 
owing to the energy of Rhathanes, a Persian by race, who was in command ofit, he put his 
soldiers in motion and led them on, being urged by Spithradates to enter Paphlagonia. 
He next led the Peloponnesians and their allies forward to the borders of Phrygia and 
Paphlagonia, and encamped his army there, sending Spithradates himself in advance. The 
latter having gone on and come to terms with the Paphlagonians returned with ambassadors 
from them. Agesilaus made an alliance with the Paphlagonians and then retired with all 
speed in the direction of the sea, being afraid that there would be a lack of supplies in the 
winter. He did not march by the same road as that by which he had come, but by 
another, as he thought that it would be easier for his soldiers to cross (Bithynia). Gyes 
... sent him ... horsemen and more than two thousand footsoldiers. Having conducted the 
army to Cius in Mysia, he first remained there ten days, and again harried the Mysians in 
revenge for their treachery at Olympus, and then led the Greeks forward through Phrygia 
on the seacoast, where he attacked a place called Miletou Teichos, but being unable to 
capture it withdrew his forces. As he was marching along the river Rhyndacus he arrived 
at Lake Dascylitis, near which lies Dascylium, an extremely strong place and fortified by 
the king, where Pharnabazus was said to store all his silver and gold. Having encamped 
his army there, he summoned Pancalus, who had sailed with the admiral Cheiricrates and 
was watching the Hellespont with five triremes. Pancalus arrived with all speed and entered 
the lake with his triremes, and was then ordered by Agesilaus to put on board all the more 
valuable part of the (booty) and transport it to... at Cyzicus, that it might produce pay 
for the army. The soldiers from Mysia he dismissed with orders to return in the spring, 
as he was preparing during the coming winter to invade Cappadocia, having heard that 
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that country stretched in the shape of a narrow strip from the Pontic sea to Cilicia and 
Phoenicia, and that the length of it was such that persons journeying on foot from 
Sinope...’ 

XViii. 37. ταῖς σπονΐδ]αῖῖς: P’s account of the negotiations between Agesilaus and 
Tithraustes is lost in the gap between Cols. viii and xi. ‘They are described in some detail 
by Xenophon (ell. iii. 4. 25-6). Diodorus (xiv. 80. 8) states briefly that a six months’ 
truce was arranged, while Isocrates (iv. 153) calls it eight months. 

38. κα[τ]ῆρεν : καταίρειν is often used by Thucydides for arriving by sea (6. g. viii. 31 and 
39), but is rare in the sense of coming by land. It was employed by Theopompus as 
equivalent to ἐλθεῖν according to Stephanus Byz., who was perhaps referring to the present 
passage or viii. 22; cf. p. 131. 

39. εἰς τὴν χίώραν τὴν Φαρυ[αβάϊζου : so Xenophon, Hell. iii. 4. 26 ἤει ἐπὶ τὴν Φαρναβάζου 
Φρυγίαν, followed by Plutarch, Ages. 11. Since the whole of the autumn campaign of 
Agesilaus in 395 is ignored by Diodorus, Xenophon has been hitherto practically the 
sole authority for it. The discrepancies between his account in fell. iii. 4. 26-9 and iv. τ. 
1-16 and that of P are no less marked here than in the campaign of the earlier part of the 
year (v. 6-vii. 4). The two historians are indeed writing from different points of view ; 
with Xenophon the glorification of Agesilaus is the central motive, and in order to illustrate 
his hero’s personal character certain more or less dramatic episodes, e.g. the negotiations 
with the king of Paphlagonia and with Pharnabazus, are treated in great detail, so as 
to produce the impression that the author himself took part in the scenes which he 
describes: but the military operations, with the exception of the fighting round Dascylium 
which led to the desertion of Spithradates, are only sketched in outline. In the Agesz/aus, 
Xenophon makes no attempt to give a connected story of the autumn campaign, but some 
anecdotes in the later chapters supplement the He//enica on a few points, especially as 
to Agesilaus’ relations with Megabates. P on the other hand, gives a plain, matter-of-fact 
account, of Agesilaus’ march, the course of which is now clear, and he shows no 
disposition to enlarge upon the picturesque incidents which enliven Xenophon’s narrative. 
Hence while Xenophon (/e//. iv. 1. 1) briefly summarizes the earlier part of the campaign 
corresponding to xviii. 38-xx. 38 in the words ὁ δὲ ᾿Αγησίλαος ἐπεὶ ἀφίκετο ἅμα μετοπώρῳ εἰς 
τὴν τοῦ Φαρναβάζου Φρυγίαν τὴν μὲν χώραν ἔκαε καὶ ἐπόρθει, πόλεις δὲ τὰς μὲν Bia τὰς δ᾽ ἑκούσας 
προσελάμβανε, the negotiations with the Paphlagonians briefly described by P in xx. 31--χχὶ. 
5, occupy fell. iv. τ. 2-15. 

xix. 2. The plain of Thebe was by Adramyttium, and according to Xen. Hell. iv. τ. 
41 Agesilaus returned thither in the following spring when forced to leave Dascylium. From 
Thebe he turned eastward; the plain of Apia ( Ἀπίας is due to Wilamowitz) was north 
of Mount Temnus on the upper Macestus; cf. Strabo xiii: 1. 70 and Polyb. v. 77.9. In 
Hell, iii. 4. 27 Xenophon mentions the πεδίον τὸ ὑπὲρ Κύμης as the place where Agesilaus 
heard the news of his appointment to the command of the fleet as well as the army (cf. xv. 
33, note), but in view of the long distance from Cyme to Adramyttium, it is, we think, 
probable that the ‘plain beyond Cyme’ refers to that at the mouth of the Caicus, not 
to that of Thebe. 

5. That the Mysians had made themselves independent of Persia at this period was 
known from Xen. Azad. i. 6. 7, 9. 14, Hell. iii. 1. 13, ἄς. The use of the present tense 
εἰσὶ. .. βασιλέως οὐχ ὑπακούοντες is another indication that P’s work was written before 
the fall of the Persian empire; cf. xvi. 3, note and p. 122. 

15. Wilamowitz would insert τούς after δέ. 
22 sqq. Cf. the ambush described in ν. 59 sqq., where the tactics are similar but not 

precisely identical, and p. 130. 
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23. This band of mercenaries, formed by Dercylidas and handed on to Agesilaus, 
is not mentioned elsewhere. They were no doubt veterans who had served under Cyrus. 

xx. 7-8. In the previous summer (i.e. 396) Agesilaus had invaded Hellespontine 
Phrygia (Φρυγία ἡ παραθαλαττίδιος as it is called in xxi. 17) as far as Dascylium; cf. Xen. 
Fell, iii. 4. 12 sqq., Diod. xiv. 79. 3. On the present occasion after descending from the 
Mysian Olympus he turned eastward along the valley of the Sangarius. 

9 344. Σπι[θρ᾽αδάτηϊν: P has Σπιθραδατης here twice, but Σπιθριδατης in xx. 19. 37 and 
xxi. 3 in common with the MSS. of Xenophon and Plutarch. The form Σπιθραδάτης, which 
occurs in Ctesias Fr. 52, is more correct ; cf. the variation with regard to “Pa@ayys (xx. 35). 
Spithradates is mentioned in Xen. Azad. vi. 5. 7 as one of Pharnabazus’ lieutenants. The 
circumstances attending his desertion to Agesilaus are described more precisely in 2761]. iii. 
4. 10; it there appears that he was won over by Lysander and joined Agesilaus before the 
campaign of 396, whereas the present passage is vague as to the date of his arrival and 
in the absence of other evidence would produce the impression that it took place in 395. 
Concerning the origin of his quarrel with Pharnabazus (xx. 12) Xenophon in Hell. /. ¢. says 
only that he was ἐλαττούμενόν τι ὑπὸ Φαρναβάζου, but in Ages. 3. 3 he assigns as the reason 
the fact that the satrap wished to take Spithradates’ daughter ἄνευ γάμου. The detail that 
he first fled to Cyzicus (xx. 15) is in accord with Xenophon (/e//. 7. c.). With regard 
to Megabates (xx. 16) in the He//. (iv. 1. 6 and 28) Xenophon merely hints at Agesilaus’ 
attachment to him, but P’s blunt statement in xx. 19-20 is amply confirmed by the stories 
in Ages. 5. 4-5, copied by Plutarch, Ages. 11. The daughter of Spithradates, who plays an 
important part in Xenophon’s story of the negotiations with the Paphlagonian king (/e7/. iv. 
I. 4-15), is ignored by P; cf. xx. 37, note. 

16. Wilamowitz would insert τόν before υἱόν. 
25. Λεόντων Κεφαλαί: Plutarch (Zhem. 30) calls it Λεοντοκέφαλον, and indicates that 

it was on the main road from Susa to Sardis. Appian, who (J@¢hr. 19) employs the form 
Λεόντων Κεφαλή, says that it was τῆς Φρυγίας ὀχυρώτατον χωρίον. The site of it is uncertain; 
Ramsay (Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia, p. 229) would place it near Ayaz-Inn, Since 
Agesilaus proceeded next to Gordium (1. 29) Λεόντων Κεφαλαί seems to be in the parts of 
Phrygia watered by the Sangarius or its tributary the Tymbris. 

29. πάλιν πρὸς Τόρδιον: on the site of Gordium, which was on the Sangarius, see 
A. Korte, Gordion (Ergdanzungsheft v d. Jahrb. d. arch, Inst. 1904). Agesilaus had not 
been there previously, and πάλιν is really otiose ; cf. vi. 34, note. 

30. κατεσκευασμένον xa(d)as : cf. Theopompus Fr. 33 and p. 131. 
35. ‘Pa@dvov : he is clearly identical with the ἱΡαθίνης who appears as one of Pharnabazus’ 

lieutenants in Xen. «παῤ. vi. 5. 7, Cyrop. 8. 3. 32, and fell. iii. 4.13. It seems necessary 
therefore to emend Πήγης to Πέρσης, though it is noticeable that the scribe specially draws 
attention to the reading Πήγης by a paroxytone accent to distinguish the word from 
πηγῆς. 

37 544. P’s account of Agesilaus’ relations to the Paphlagonians is not only much 
briefer than Xenophon’s (/eé//. iv. 1. 2-15), but differs in several important respects. 
That the scheme of making an alliance with them was due to Spithradates is stated by 
both writers, but while Xenophon says that Agesilaus entered Paphlagonia and negotiated 
with the king in person, persuading him to marry the daughter of Spithradates, P represents 
Agesilaus as remaining on the border and using Spithradates as intermediary. Plutarch 
(Ages. 11) abridges Xenophon with slight variations, which do not warrant Sachse’s sugges- 
tion (0p. cz’. p. 9) that Ephorus is here Plutarch’s authority ; cf. v. 59, note. The name 
of the Paphlagonian king is given as “Orvs in Xen, He//. iv. τ. 3-14, Κότυς in Xen. Ages. 3 
and Plutarch, Ages. 11 (as Meyer remarks, this seems to be an ancient emendation of 
“Orvs); and the king of Paphlagonia, whom Theopompus in the 35th book of the 
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Φιλιππικά (Athen. iv. p. 144 and x. p. 415) calls Θῦς (acc. 6d», but in Aelian V. 27. τ. 27 
when copying Athenaeus Θῦον) and Nepos (Dav. 2) Zhuys, has generally been regarded 
as the same person, though the events recorded about him (his war with Artaxerxes 
Mnemon and capture by Datames) took place some fifteen or twenty years later than 395. 
P has yet another name for him, Γύης, a form which in itself is not objectionable (cf. Γύγης), 
but in view of the errors in the papyrus does not carry much weight; cf. pp. 131-2. 
Wilamowitz, who regards Θῦς as the correct form, would restore it both here, where Γυης 
may be corrupt for Tuys = Θῦς, and in Xen. Hell. iv. 1. 2 εἰ ἔλθοι εἰς τὴν Παφλαγονίαν σὺν αὐτῷ 
τὸν τῶν Παφλαγόνων βασιλέα eis λόγους a&or, where he would read Θῦν for σὺν αὐτῷ, which 
Hartmann had already proposed to emend to”Orw. The form”Orvs occurs however several 
times in Zell, iv. τ. 3-14. 

xxi. 9. διὰ [τῆς Βιθυνίδος : cf. Xen. Hell. iii. 2. 2, where the invasion of Bithynia by 
Dercylidas is described. _Theopompus probably treated of that campaign in the 8th book 
of the Hellenica, for several Bithynian names are quoted from it by Stephanus Byz. Since 
Agesilaus was anxious to return by a different, i.e. more northerly route, and Cius in 
Mysia on the sea-coast is the next place mentioned on his march (I. 13), he would naturally 
pass through Bithynia. ἀκοἸπωτέρως was suggested by Wilamowitz. ἀπο]νωτέρως is also 
possible. The comparative adverb in τως is attested in neither case. 

10-2. Cf. Xen. Hell. iv. 1. 3 κατέλιπε τῷ ̓ Αγησιλάῳ ἴοτυς χιλίους μὲν ἱππέας δισχιλίους δὲ 
πελταστάς. περὶ χιλίους is possible in 1. 12, but a number ending in κοσίους, 6. g. evveakoat|ous, 
is more likely, especially as P and Xenophon do not agree precisely with regard to the 
number of the πεζοί. 

15. πάλ]ιν, unless merely redundant (cf. xx. 19, note), refers to the former plundering 
of Mysia in xix. 8. 

ἀνθ᾽ ὧν κιτιλ.: Cf, xix. 14-8. 
18. Μιλήτου Τεῖχος is clearly identical with the town near the confluence of the 

Macestus and Rhyndacus (cf. |. 20), known in later times as Μιλήτου πόλις OF Μιλητόπολις ; 
cf. Strabo xii. 8. 10, xiv. 5. 29. 

21. Δα(σ)κύλιοϊν : Agesilaus’ arrival at Dascylium is also recorded by Xenophon 
(Zell. iv. 1. 15), who describes the richness of the district surrounding the βασίλεια of 
Pharnabazus (cf. ll. 22-4), but without mentioning the dispatch of Pancalus with the booty 
to Cyzicus (ll. 25-33). His statement that Agesilaus passed the winter there is in accord- 
ance with P’s description of Agesilaus’ plans in ll. 33 sqq- 

25-6. Pancalus is only known from the present passage ; ἐπιβάτης is somewhat curious 
and is possibly an error for ἐπιστολεύς. The fact that Cheiricrates is still spoken of as 
vavapxos produces a conflict with Xenophon ; cf. xv. 33, note. 

31. Some participle like [διῃρπασμ]ένων (Bury) is required. 
33. τοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς M[v|oiais: by these are apparently meant the Mysians who had joined 

Agesilaus according to xix. 6-7, and whose homes were therefore not far from Dascylium. 
That Agesilaus should have disbanded all the soldiers who had served under him in Mysia 
(as the words might mean) is incredible, for his position at Dascylium was far from secure. 
Xenophon (/e//. iv. 1. 17) states that owing to the lack of precautions he was attacked by 
Pharnabazus. 

35-9. τὸν ἐπιόντα χειμῶνα is to be connected closely with παραὶ σκ]ευα ζόμενος, not with 
βαδίζειν, a winter campaign being of course out of the question. Agesilaus’ intention of 
invading Cappadocia is not recorded by Xenophon, but he credits him even when obliged to 
retire to Thebe with ambitious dreams of conquest (feé//. iv. 1. 41 παρεσκευάζετο γὰρ 
πορευσόμενος ws δύναιτο ἀνωτάτω, νομίζων ὁπόσα ὄπισθεν ποιήσαιτο ἔθνη πάντα ἀποστερήσειν βασιλέως : 
cf. the more rhetorical description in Ages. 1. 36 ἐπινοῶν καὶ ἐλπίζων καταλύσειν τὴν ἐπὶ τὴν 

“Ἑλλάδα στρατεύσασαν πρότερον ἀρχήν). Hence there is no reason to doubt P’s statement that 
R 
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Agesilaus entertained the plan of invading Cappadocia, although not only did unexpected 
obstacles, first the desertion of Spithradates and then his own recall to Europe, prevent any 
attempt to put the scheme into execution, but the plan itself was based on a complete 
misunderstanding of the geography. The description of Cappadocia as ‘a narrow strip 
reaching from the Pontic sea to Cilicia and Phoenicia’ (i.e the gulf of Issus) is of course 
inaccurate, and the distance from Sinope to the southern coast (Il. 37-8) was no doubt much 
underestimated. In this respect however Agesilaus only shared the general misconception 
of the ancient Greek world with regard to the shape of Asia Minor, which even later than 
the fourth century B.c. was conceived of as a kind of triangle, of which the apex was formed 
by a comparatively narrow isthmus joining Sinope to the Gulf of Issus; cf. Strabo’s dis- 
cussion (xiv 5. 21) of the views of Apollodorus and Artemidorus. The latter writer had 
estimated the width of the isthmus at 1500 stades, which, as Strabo rightly remarks, are 
just half the correct number, and Pliny is no nearer the mark when he reckons the distance 
as only 200 Roman miles. That the journey from Sinope to ἡ ὀρεινὴ Κιλικία could be 
accomplished in five days was the opinion of Herodotus (i. 72, ii. 34), who in the former 
passage uses the word αὐχήν to describe the position of Cappadocia, and five days is also the 
duration of the journey from Sinope to Soli on the Cilician coast according to Scylax 102. 
Scymnus (who is probably following Ephorus), criticizing Herodotus’ view, estimates it at 
seven days. Herodotus’ statement has been explained (Wiedemann, Herodots zweites Buch, 
p- 145) aS a misunderstanding of the time occupied by the relays of Persian postal 
messengers, and is certainly wide of the truth. But that Agesilaus was better informed 
is unlikely, and the incomplete sentence in Il. 38-9 may well have continued ἐντὸς πέντε 
ἡμερῶν, followed by εἰς Σόλους πορεύεσθαι or the like. 

Fr. 16. The compactness of the writing makes it almost certain that this fragment 
belongs to Cols. v or vi. It is more probably in the second than in the first hand. 

Fr. 17. The apparent mention of Tissaphernes renders it probable that this fragment 
belongs to Col. iv. Like Frs. 18, 23, and 38, it comes from the top of a column. 

Fr. 19. 8. ’ApxelAaid?: cf. Fr. 20. 11 and iii. 22, note. Possibly the reference is to 
king Archelaus of Macedonia (cf. ix. 29), not to the ship (?) Archelais. Fr. 20 is probably 
to be placed in a line above or below Fr. 19, but apart from the supposed connexion with 
Col. iii the position of these two fragments, together with 18 which seems to belong to the 
top of the same column as Frs. 19 and 20 on account of its colour and general appear- 
ance, is quite uncertain. There is a possible mention of Lysander in Fr, 20. 6. 

Frs. 21 and 22. That these two fragments belong to Cols. vii or viii is almost 
certain on account of the colour of the recto. 

Fr. 29. This fragment does not suit iii. 19-22 or vi. 42-5. 
Fr. 33. The exceptional blackness of the ink in this fragment suggests that it 

comes from Col. ix. But it is not certain that it belongs to 842 at all. The recto 
is blank. 

Fr. 44. This fragment is from the bottom of a column, like Fr. 61. 
Fr. 65. That this fragment and 68 belong to 842 is not certain. 
Frs. 71-2. It is very doubtful whether. these fragments come from 842. Fr. 71 is 

written in a larger hand and on thicker papyrus than elsewhere, and some traces of writing 
on the recto seem to be in a different hand from the two hands of the land-survey, while 
on the recto of Fr. 72 is some writing proceeding in the opposite direction to that of the 
land-survey and in a different hand. 
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ie “EXTANT CRASSICAL TEXTS 

843. PLATO, Symposium. 

Height 31-1 cm. Plate VI (Cols. xxxi-ii). 

_. THIS, the largest literary papyrus found at Oxyrhynchus, consists of the 

latter half of a roll containing the Symposium of Plato. The part covered 
is from 200 B to the end, comprised in thirty-one columns of which four 

(xix—xxii) are missing entirely, while two others (i and xviii) are represented by 

small fragments ; but the remainder is in a very fair state of preservation. The 

space occupied by a column with the adjacent margin is about 10 cm. in 

breadth, and the total length of the roll may thus be estimated at some 23 

or 24 feet. The small and well-formed but somewhat heavy writing exempli- 
fies a common type of book hand, and probably dates from about the year 

200 A.D. N at the end of a line of full length is written as a stroke above the 

preceding vowel; and the common angular mark is freely added at the end 

of short lines. Double dots are as usual employed to mark the alternations 

of the dialogue, but sometimes appear in other positions than at the end of 

a speech, e.g. in ll. 955 and 1221. A single high point is used, more especially 

in the latter part of the papyrus, to mark a pause; the marginal paragraphus 

commonly accompanies both forms of punctuation, or stands by itself without 

them. Other lectional signs, apart from the diaeresis, are rare and for the most 
part due to a second hand which has corrected the decidedly careless work of the 
original scribe. The corrector’s ink, however, does not differ markedly in colour 

from that of the text, and in the case of minor insertions the two hands are 

at times difficult to distinguish. But as they are certainly not separated by any 

wide interval of time the question has no great practical importance. The 

clearest instance of a rough breathing by the first scribe occurs in 1. 352. In 

cases of doubt we have as a rule credited alterations to the corrector, to whom is 

also due an isolated and seemingly futile scholium at 1]. 391. 

The text, as so often with papyri, is of an eclectic character, showing a decided 
affinity with no single MS. Compared with the three principal witnesses for the 

Symposium it agrees now with B against TW, now with the two latter as against 

the former, rarely with T against BW (ll. 112, 180, 297,350, 435, 660) or with 
W against BT (Il. 183, 674, 776, 966, 1007, 1015). Similarly in a passage cited 
by Stobaeus some agreements with his readings against the consensus of BTW 

R 2 
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are counterbalanced by a number of variations from Stobaeus’ text (cf. notes on 
ll. 141-79). A few coincidences occur with variants peculiar to the inferior MSS., 

the more noticeable being those with Vindob. 21 alone or in combination with 
Venet. 184 (Il. 59, 898, 986, 999, 1194) and Parisin. 1642 alone or with Vat. 229 

(Il. 349, 462, 1196). Of the readings for which there is no other authority, 
including several variations in the order of words, the majority, if unobjectionable, 
are unconvincing. The more valuable contributions, some of which are plainly 

superior to anything found in other MSS., are: 1. 92 ez, 1. 112 the omission of καί 
(so Stallbaum), 1. 239 av en, where BTW have a meaningless ἄν, 1. 368 καλω as 

conjectured by Badham for τῷ «., l. 471 μετέχει as restored by Stephanus (μετέχειν 
MSS,), 1. 517 texew confirming a conjecture of Hug (κυεῖν MSS.), 1. 529 επιθυμη as 
conjectured by Stephanus (ἐπιθυμεῖ MSS.), 1. 577 καὶ ov omitted by MSS., 1. 699 
θεοφιλει (-ἢ BTW), 1. 770 κατιδεῖν (?) (καθίζειν MSS.), 1. 898 μοι (probably) with 

Vind. 21 (μου BTW), 1. 1142 διαβαλει as conjectured by Hirschig (διαβάλῃ BTW). 

On the other hand in many cases the papyrus once more proves the antiquity of 

readings which modern criticism rejects or suspects. 
In the accompanying apparatus, which is based on Burnet’s Oxford edition, 

we usually confine ourselves to the readings of BTW. With regard to the last 
named MS., Prof. H. Schéne of Basel has very kindly placed at our disposal his new 

collation which often supplements and sometimes corrects the report of Burnet. 

Occasional references to the readings of other MSS. are derived from the edition 

of Bekker, and that of Schanz has also been consulted. We neglect minor 
orthographical variations such as ἀεί and αἰεί, the interchange of ι and εἰ, σ and ξ, 

ἐάν and ἄν, occurrence of elision, crasis, and v ἐφελκυστικόν, and attraction of 

consonants. 

Col. i. 

5 lines lost. 

6 ] βουλοι 200 B 

[To ἰσχυρος evar φαναι Tov Sox]pa 

40 lines lost. 

Col. ii. 

[τουτων wv] av evdera mapny αὐτῶν 200 E 

[var φαναι εἸπί εἼ}: δὴ τουτοις avapyy 201 A 

50 [σήθητι τἰινων εφησθα ev Tw λογὼ εἰναι 

tov ερίω]τα εἰ δὲ [β]ουλει ἐγω σὲ avapvy 

ow οιμαι yap σε ουτωσει πὼς ELTTELY) 



843. PLATO, SYMPOSIUM 

οτι τοις θεοις κατεσκευασθὴ Ta πραγ 

para δι [elpwral[s]| καλων αἰσχρων yap 

55 ἰουκ etn epws οὐχ ουτωσει πῶς ελεγες 

[elrov yap φαναι tov Ayabova: και 

[εἸπιείκως ye λεγε[ιῖς ὦ eTatpe gavar) 

Tov Σωκρατη Kat εἰ τοῦτο ovTws) 

μ] 
exet αλλο TL ο Epws καλλοὺς αν ety [[o]]) 

60 epws atcy|[pllovs δὲ ov wpodoyer: ουκοῦ 

ὡμολογηται ov evdens ἐστι καὶ μὴ 
[τ]ου 

exe] Tov [elpav: vat eve: evdens) 

avjaly|kn φαναι: τι de to evdees Kad 

δι 

ἰ 

[ 
[ap εἶστι Kat οὐκ exe ὁ Epws Kaddos) 

[ 
[ 5 [Aovs] καὶ μηδίαμη κεκτημενον Kar 

[Aos apla [λ]εγει[9] ov καλον εἰναι: ov δητα: 

[er οἷυν ομολογεις epwra Kadov εἰναι 

[ee ταυτῆα ovrws exer: καὶ tov Ayabw) 

[va ere] ὦ Σίωκρατες Kivdvvevw 

ο [ovdey εἸιδεναι ὧν τότε εἰπὸν : Kat) -- 

μη]ν καλως ye εἰπας φαναι ὦ Ayabo [ 
[αλλα σμικρονῚ ετι εἰπε Ta ἀγαθα ov) 

[και καλα δοκεῖι σοι εἰναι: εμοιγε: εἰ ἃ 

[ pa o epws τω]ν καλων evdens εστιν 

{-] 
[τα dle ayab[a] καλα Kay Tov ayabo 

[evde]n[s] en: eyo φαναι ὦ Σώκρατες 

[σοι oluK av Svvaipny αντιλεγειν 

αλλα ouTws EXETW ὡς σὺ λεγεις : ov) 

μεν ovy τὴ αλη[θ]εια φαναι ὦ dire) 

80 [4γ]αθων δυνασαι αντιλεγειν επει 

Σωκρατει γε οὐδεν χαλεπὸν καὶ oe) 

μὲν ye ἡδὴ εασὼω τον δὲ λογον τον 

περι τίου] epwros ον ποτε nkovoa) 
μ 

γυνα[ικῖος Μαντινικης Διοτι[[ ν]]ας 

201 Β 

201 C 

201 D 
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85 [[σ]η ravra re copy nv[[ac]] και adda) 

πολλία] Kat A@nvasois ποτε θυσαμε 

νοις πρὸ Tov λοιμου deka ETH ava 
77S 

βολὴν [εἸποιησατο νοσου ἡ δὴ και 

ἐμε Ta ερωτικα εδιδαξεν ὃν ουν 

go λογον εκεινὴ ελεγεν πειράσομαι 

ὕμειν διελθειν εκ τῶν ὠὡμολογηλ) 

μενων enor kat Αγαθωνι avTos εν 

π᾿ ἐμαυτου οπως αν δυνωΐμ]αι δει 

δὴ ὦ Ayabov ὠσπερ σὺ διηϊγησΊωλ 

Col. iii. 

95 διελθειν avtov πρῶτον τις εστιν 

Ο €p@S και οποιος τις εἐπειτὰ τὰ Ep) 

ya αὐτου δοκει ovy μοι ραστον et) 

[- 
vat οὑτω διελθίε!ιν ws ποτε pe ἡ ἕε 

vn ανακρεινουσα diner σχεδὸν δὲ 

100 τί καὶ €y@ προς αὑτὴν ETEPA TOL) 

αὐτὰ ελεγον οἰαπερ νυν προς εμε 4γαθωνν 

ὡς €ln ὁ ἐρως peyas θεος ein δὲ των καλων) 

ἤλεγχε On με τουτοις τοις λογοις oLoTEp) 

εΕγω τοῦτον ὡς οὐτε καλος εἰὴ Κατα TOV) 

105 ἐμὸν λογον ovTe αγαθος καιγω mas εφὴ 

5 

λέγεις @ ΖΔιοτιμα αἰσσχρο[ν}]} apa ο ερως εστι 

καὶ KakoS; καὶ ἡ οὐκ εὐφημήσεις edn 4) 

οίει OTL εαν μὴ καλον ἡ avayKaloy av) 

TO εἰναι αἰσχρον : padioTa γε: ἡ και αν 

110 μὴ σοῴον ἀμαθες ἡ ovk ἡσῦθησαι οτι €) 

στιν τι μεταξυ σοφιας και αμαθιας: 

τι τουτο: τὸ ορθα δοξαζειν avev Tov 

exelv λογον δουναι οὐκ οιἰσθα εφὴ οτι 

ouTe επιστασθαι ἐστιν adoyov yap πραγ 

201 E 

202 A 
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15 μὰ πῶς av ely ἐπιστήμη ovTE apa) 

θια το yap Tov οντος τυγχανον πὼς 

av em ἀμαθια ἐστι δὲ δηπου τοιοῦτο 

ἢ ορθη δοξα μεταξυ φρονησεως και) 

apabias adnOn nv ὃ eyw reyes: μὴ) 

120 Tow αναγκαζε [0] μη καλον ear) 

αἰσχρον εἰναι μηδ ο μη ayabov κακὸ 

ουτω de Kat Tov εἰρωτα [ἐπειδὴ avtos 

opodoyes μη εἰναι ayabov μη]δὲ Kado 

μηδὲν τι μαλλον ov dew alvjrov a) 

125 Xpov Καὶ Kakov εἰναι ἀλλα τι: peta) 

gv τούτοιν epn καὶ μὴν nv δ eyw o) 

Hodoyetrali] ye mapa παντὼν peyas) 

Geos εἰναι τῶν μὴ εἰδοτων edn παν 

τῶν λέγεις ἡ Καὶ τῶν εἰδοτων : ξυμπᾶ 

130 τῶν μὲν ovv Kat ἡ γελασασα καὶ πως) 

av edn ὦ Σώκρατες ομολογοιτο μεγας 

θεος εἰναι mapa τουτων οἱ φασιν αὑτὸ 

ουδὲ θεον εἰναι τινες ovtor nv ὃ εγων 
5 

εἰ μεν εφη ov μια ὃ εγω καιγω εἰπον) 

135 mals τοῦτο λέγεις: καὶ ἡ ραδιως edn de 

γε yap [plo ov mavras θεους φη9] ευδαιμοῖ 

vas elvat Kat καλοὺς ἡ τολμησαις av) 

τινα μὴ φαναι Kadov τε Kat evda{i|uo 

va Oewy εἰναι μα At οὐκ eywy εφίην 

140 ευδαιμ]ονας δὲ δὴ [λΊεγ εις fv} Tous Ta 

γίαθα καὶ. τα καλα KexTnpevovs :) 

Col. iv. 

ov Tovs ταγαθα και Ta Kara κεκίτη]με 

vous: mavu ye adda μὴν epwra [γε] w) 

μολογηκας δι εἐνδειαν των ἀγα[θ]ων 

145 και καλὼων επιθυμειν αὐτῶν τίο]υν 

τῶν ὧν evdens ἐστιν : ὠμολογην 

202 Β 

202 C 

202 D 

247 
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Κα yap πὼς av ovv θεος en ὁ ye Tov) 

καλων καὶ. αγ]αθων apotpos: ovda) 

"fos ὡς γε εοικεν: opas ovy egy οτιν 

150 Kat ov epwra ov θεον νομιζεις : τι [ov 

aw epnv etn o epws θνητος: ηκιστία 

ye: αλλα TL μην: ὠσπερ TA προτε 

pa egy μεταξυ θνητου Kat ablalva 

Tov τι ovy ὦ Διοτιμα δαιμων μίε 

155 yas ὦ Σωκρατες καὶ yap παν το da) 

μονιον μεταξὺ εστι θεου τε Kat) 

θνητου: τινα nv ὃ eyw δυναμινν 

€xov: eppnvevoy και διαπροθμευ 

ov θεοις τα παρ avOpwrav Kat av) 

160 θρωποις Ta mapa θεων Tov μεν Tas 

δεησεις Kat θυσιας των δὲ Tas em) 

ταξεις τε και ἀμοιβας των θυσιων 

ἐμ μεσω de ον ἀμῴφοτερων συμπλὴη 

pot woTe το παν αὐτο avtw ἕυνδεν 

165 δεσθαι δια τουτου Kat ἡ μαντικὴ 

πασα χώρει Kal ἡ τῶν ἵερεων τεχνῆ 

τῶν τε περι τας θυσιας Kat τας [τ] 

[Ac]ras και τας ἐπῶδας Kat την [pla 

[τἸειαν πασαν και γοητιαν θεὸς de 

170 αὐθρωπω ov μειγνυται αλλα δια 

τίο]υτου πασα εστιν ἡ ομίλια και ἡ) 

διαλεκτος θεοῖς προς avOpwrovs 

[και] eyAnyopoo[[o]}: και καθευδουσι Kat 
σ 

[o μεὴν περι Ta τοιαυτα οφος δα[ιἾμον 

175 [νιοῖς avnp o δὲ αλλο Tt σοῴφος wy 7) 

περι TEXVAS ἡ περι χειρουργιας τί) 

vais] βαναυσοὺυς ovrot δὴ οἱ δαιμονες 

πολλοι τε και παντοδαποι εἰσιν εἰς 

δὲ τουτων' εστῖι κα. ο ἐρως: πατρος 

180 δὲ nv ὃ eyw καὶ μητίρ]ος τινος εστιν: 

202 Εὶ 

203 A 
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μακροτερον μεν edn διηγησασθαι 203 B 

ops δὲ σοι epw ore yap εγενετῖο] ἡ A 

φροδειτη ἵστιωντο ot θεοι οἱ τε [αλλοῆΊι 

και ο της Mnridos ios ITopos επί ει]δη 

δὲ εδειπνησαν προσαιτησουσα ο[ιοὴν 

δὴ εὐωχίας ovens αφικετο ἡ Πΐεῖνι 

α και nv [wept τας θυρας o ουν Ποῖρος 

μεθυσθεις του ν[εκταρος οινος [yap 

Col. ν. 

ουὐπὼ nv εἰς Tov Tov A.os κηπον εξ[ε]λ) 

θων βεβαρημενος evdey ἡ ovy Πενια 

επιβουλευουσα δια την avTns azo) 

ριαν παιδιον ποιησασθαι εκ του IIo) 

ρου κατακλεινεταὶ τε Tap avT@ και 203 C 

exunoe Tov epwra dio dn και τῆς A) 

φ[ροδετης καλης ovons ate ovv IIo 

[pov ακ]ολουθος Kat θεραπων yeyovev 

0 Epos γεννηθ]εἾις ev τοῖς εκεινης ye) 

νεθλιοις Kat apa φυσει Eepactys wv) 

περι To καλον καὶ της Adpodeirns 

kadns ovons are ουν ΠῸορου kali Ile 

vias vLOS ὧν O Epws εν τοιαυτὴ [TV) 

xn καθεστηκεν πρωτον μεν me) 

νῆς αει ἐστιν Kat πολλου δει ἀπαλος 

τε καὶ καλος οἱον οἱ πολλοι οἰονταιν 

αλλα σκλήῆρος και αυὐχμηρος Kat av) 203 Ὁ 

ὕποδητος καὶ αοικος χαμαιπετῆς 

αἰει ὧν Και aoTpwros emt θυραις Kat) 

εν οδοις ὕπαιθριος κοιμωμενος τὴν 

TNS μητρὸς φυσιν exov ac ενδειαι 

συνἰοικῖος κατα δὲ av Tov marepa em) 

βουλος εστι [καλοις] kar ayabos avdpe 

os wy και ἴτης Kat συντονος Oni pev 
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μηχα 
της δεινος aet Tuas πλεκὼν ἴα νας 

Bas και φρονησεως επιθυμητὴης Kat) 

215 πίρ]οριμος φιλοσοφῶν δια παντὸς Tov 

βιου δεινος yons φαρμακεὺς καὶ σοφι) 

στης καὶ ovTe ὡς αθανατος πεῴφυκεν 

ovte ὡς θνητος αλλα τοτε μεν τῆς 

ἡμέρας θαλλει καὶ ζη οταν εὐπορηλ) 
παλιν 

220 on τοτε δε αποθνησκει παλιν δὲ a) 

ναβιοσκεΐιται δια τὴν τοῦ matpos) 

φυσιν to δὲ ποριζομενον ater ὕπεκρει 

@OTE OUTE ἀπορεῖ. Epws ποτε ovTE mou 
au 

Tet σοφιας Kat apabias ev peow εστι 

225 exe yap wde θεων ovders pidocoget ov 

δ᾽ ἐπιθυμει copos γενεσθαι ἐστι yap’ ou 

δ εἰ τις αλλος σοῴος οὐ φιλοσοῴφει ov) 

ὃ av ot apabers φιλοσοφουσιν ovd emt) 

θυμουσι cops γενεσθαι avto yap του 

230 To εστίιν χαλεπὴ αμαθια To μὴ ovTa) 

καλον kayabov μηδὲ φρονιμὸον do) 

Kew αὐτὼ εἰναι ἵκανον οὔκουν επι 

θυμει[ν}}] ο μη οἴομενος evdens εἰναι) 

ov av pn οιηται επιδεισθαι τινες ov 

235 [elpnv eyo ὦ 4ιοτιμα οἱ φιλοσοῴφουν 

Col. vi. 

TES εἰ μητε οἱ σοφοι μητε of apabels:) 

[δίηλον δὴ εφη τοῦτο ye ἡδὴ Kat Tat) 

[dle ore οἱ μεταξυ [rovjrav apdore) 

[ρων wy av en καὶ [o eplos ἐστιν yap δὴ) 

240 τῶν καλλιστων ἡ copia epws ὃ εστινν 

Epws περι TO KaAOV ὠστε ἀναγκαῖον €) 

ρωτα φιλοσοῴον evar φιλοσοῴον de) 

203 Εὶ 

204ἃ. 

204 Β 
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ovTa μετοξυ εἰναι σοῴφου καὶ ἀμαθους 

“αἰτία δὲ [αὐτω Kat το]υτων ἢ γενεσις) 

245 πατρος μεν γ]αρ σοῴφου εστιν καὶ εὑπο 

ρου μητίρος de] ov σοφης καὶ ἀπορου ἡ) 

μὲν ovy φυΐσις του δΊ]αιμονος w φιλεν 

Σώκρατες αὐτὴ ov [δὴε cv wOns epwra 

eat θαυμαστον οὐδὲν emabes wn) 204 C 

250 Ons de ws εμοι δοκει τεκμαιρομενην 

εξ ὧν av edeyes TO ερωμενον εἰναὶ Epw 

Ta ov To ἐρῶν δια TavTa σοι οἰομαιν 

πανκαλος εφαινετο ὁ Epws καὶ yap εστι 

TO ἐρᾶστον TO τω οντι καλον κἴα]ι ἀ[ γα} 
ρ 

255 βον καὶ τέλειον Kat μακαριστον τὸ 

δὲ γε ἐρων addnv ἴδεαν τοιαυτην 
ι 

εχον olay εγω δηλθον καὶ eyw εἰπὸ 

εἰεν δὴ ὦ £evn καλως yap λέγεις ToL) 

OVTOS ὧν O Epws τινὰ χρειαν EXEL τοις 

260 ἀνθρωποῖς τουτο δὴ μετα TavTa) 204 D 

edn ὦ Σώκρατες πειράσομαι ce dda. 
και οὕτω 

gat ἐστι μεν yap δὴ τοιοῦτος ye) 

γονὼς o epws εστι δὲ τῶν καλων ws) 

συ ns εἰ δε τις ἡμᾶς εροιτὸο τι των) 

265 καλων εστῖιν o elpas ὦ Σώκρατες τε Και 

Διοτιμα οἷδε δὴε σαφεστερον Epa o ερῶ 

Tov καλωΐν τί elpa: καὶ εγὼ εἰπὸν οτι 

γένεσθαι αὐτ]ωΐ.]] αλλ ere ποθεῖ εφη) 

“ἢ αποκρισις ερωτησιν τοιανδει: τὶ 

270 εσται εκεινω ὦ εαν γενηται Ta κα 

λα ov πανυ εφην ert ἐχειν εγω προς 

ταυτὴν τὴν εἐρωτησιν προχειδ 

pos αποκρεινασθαι: αλλ εφη worep 204 E 
av εἰ τις μεταβαλων ἀντι Tov καλου 

275 To ἀγαθω χρωμενος πυνθανοιτον 
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φερε ὦ Σίωκρατες epat o epwv Tov a) 

γαθων τι Epa γενεσθαι nv ὃ eyw av) 

τῶ καὶ TL EOTAL EKELYW ὦ αν γενηται 

ταγαθα Tour εὐπορωτερον nu ὃ €) 

280 yw ex@ αποκρεινασθαι οτι ευδαιμων 

ἐσται: κτησεῖ(Ἶ] yap edn αγαθων οι εὑδαιμονες 205 A 

evdaipoves καὶ οὐκετι προσδεῖ Epe) 

Col. vii. 

σθαι wa τι de BlovAferae ευδ]αιμων et) 

[vat ο βουλομενοὴς αλίλα τελοῖς δοκίει ε] 

. 285 [xew ἡ αποκρισις αληθη λΊεγεις εἰ) 

[mov eyw tavrnv dle τίη]ν βουλησιν 

[kat Tov epwra tlovrov ποτερα Kol) 

[vov over εἰναι mlavtT@v avOpwrov 

[kat mavras τ]αγαθα βουλεσθαι avras 

290 [εἰναι] aer [n] πίω]ς λέγεις ovTws ην ὃ εγίω 

[κοινον εἰναι παντων: τι δὴ ovv ey 

w@ Σώωκρατες ov πανταῖΐς epaly paper) 

εἰπίε]ρ ye παντες τωῖν αὐτων epwor) 205 Β 

kat αἰει αλ[λα] τινας [φαμεν ἐραν τοὺς 

295 δ ov: θαυμαϊζω] nv [δ᾽ eyw και αὐὑτος) 

arra μη θαϊζυμαζε εφη αφ]Ἰελοντεῖ5]) 
ε 

yap apa rov [epwlros τι wos ovopa) 

ζομεν To τοῖυ ολ]ου επιτιθεντες 0) 

νομα ερωτα τία de] αλλα αλλοις Ka) 

300 ταχρωμεθα οἰνομ]ασι: wamep τι nv 

8 eyo ὠσπερ τίοδε οἰ]σθ οτι ποιησις ε 

στιν τι πολυ N Yap τῶ εκ TOV μὴ OV) y ap 

Tos εἰς TO ον ilolyTt oTwoUY αἰτίαν 

πασα εστι ποιησις ὥστε Και αἱ U0) 205 C 

305 πάσαις Tals TEXVals εργασιαι ποι 

σεις ELOL Καὶ OL TOUT@V δημιουργοι 
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πάντες Trointat: adnOn λεγεις ad) 

315 

A ομως ἡ ὃ ἡ οισθα οτι ov καλουνται 

ποιηται αλλ᾽ αλλα εχουσιν ονομα 

ta ano de πἸα[σ]ης της ποιήσεως εν 

μοριοῖν αφ]ορισθεν το περι THY μου 

σικὴην και τὰ μετρα TH τοὺ OAOV OVO 

ματι προσαγορευεται ποιήησις yap) 

TavTa μονον καλειται και οἱ EXOV 

TES TOUTO TO μοριον τὴς ποιῆσεν 

ὡς ποιηται: adnOn εφη[ν] λεγεις) 

320 

325 

330 

335 

ουτω τοινυν καὶ περι Tov [e]pwra) 205 Ὁ 

To μίε]ν κεφαλαιον ἐστιν [πᾶσα ἡ) 

Tov ayabov επιθυμια Kat Tov εὖ 

δαιμονειν o μεγιστος τε Kat δολε 

ρος epws παντι αλλ οἱ μεν adAN τρε 

πομενοι πολλαχὴ ἐπ αὑτὸν ἡ KaTa) 
ν 

Χρηματισμο ἡ κατα φιλογυμναστι 

av ἡ κατα φιλοσοφιαν ovr epay Ka) 

[λουῖνται ovr ἐερασται οἱ de κατα ev τι εἰ 

δος ἴοντες τε καὶ εσπουδακοτες TO 

Tov ολου ονομα εσχον EpwTa TE καὶ €) 
5 

pav και epacrat: κινδυνευΐ ουΐει adn) 

θη εφὴν eyw λεγείν : και λεγεται μὲ 

Col. viii. 

[η σοι δοκουσὶ pa Δι οὐκ epor γ]ε ἣν [δ ey] [ap ουν ἡ [δ] ἡ [ov 

τως ἀπλουν εἸστίι λέγειν οτῇ. οἱ ἀνθρωποι του ἀγαθου 

[ye zis] εφη Aoylos ὡς οἱ aly zo] nelleliou εν 

[αἸυτων ζητωσίιν ουτοι εἸρωσι o ὃ ἐμὸς Xo 205 E 

γος oure ημίεισιος φησιν εἰναι Tov ερω 

Ta εἰναι [olvre [odov cay] μη Tvyxavn) 

Ye Tov  eralipe ἀγαθον ov] ere αὐτῶ 

ye καὶ ποῖδας Kat χείρας εθελουσιῆν amo 
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τείμνεσθαι οἱ avOpwra εαν αἾυτοις do 

[kn Ta eavTwy πονηρα εἰναι] ov yap To 

[εαυτων omar εκαστοι ασπαζονται 

ee μη εἰ] τις To μεν αγαθ]ον οἰίΐκειον κα 

340 λει κ]αι εαὐΐτου το δὲ κακἾον αλλοτριο 

ὡς οὐδὲν γίε αλλο ἐστιν ov ερωσιν av) 206 A 

θρ[ωπῆοι ἡ τίου ayabov eploow var εφῆ 

τ τι Ole] ov πίροσθετεον εἸφη οτι και ειναι 

To ἀγαθον [αυτοις ερωσι] προσθετΐϊ alleov 

345 [α]ρ ovv edn kale ov povor] εἰναι adda) 

kat aet [εἸωζαι καὶ Tlo[ujro π[ρ]οσθετί αἴτεον : > 

ἐστιν apa ξυϊλληβδην [e]pn 0 epws Tov 

To ayadov avTw evar ateL: αληθεστα 

Ta εφὴν eyw reyes: ore δὲ τοῦτο o €) 206 B 

350 pws εστιν αἰεὶ ἡ ὃ ἡ τῶν τινα τροπὸ 

διωκ[ονίτων αὐτο καὶ εν τίιἶνε mpa) 

ξει σπουδὴ και ἡ συντασις Epws av) 

καλ[ο)ιτο τι τίουτο τ]υγχανει ov To 

epyov exes εἰπίεἾιν [:}] ov μενταν σε €) 

355 φὴν eyo ὦ Διοτιμα εθαυμαζον em 

copia και εφοιτων παρὰ σε αὑτὰ Tav 

τα: μαθησομενος αλλ eyw σοι εφη Epo 

“ εστίὶ yap τοῦτο ToKos ev καλω kat) 

κατα TO σωμα κᾶι κατὰ THY ψυχὴν 

360 μαντειας nv ὃ eyw δειται οτι ποτε 

λεγεις Kat ov μανθανω: αλλ εγω δὴ 206 C 

σαφεστερον epw κυουσιν yap en) 

ὦ Σώκρατες παντες ἀνθρωποι Kat 

κατα το σῶμα Kat κατα την ψυχὴν 

365 και επειδαν εν τινι ἡλικια γενῶν 

ται τικτειν επιθυμει[[ν]] ἡμῶν ἡ dv 

σις τικτειν δὲ ev μὲν αἰσχρὼω ov du 

ναται ev δὲ καλω n yap avdpos Kat 

YUVQLKOS DuUYOVOLa TOKOS ἐστιν 
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370 ἐστι δὲ τουτο θειον [τοῦτο] To πραγ 

μα Kat τουτο ev θνητω ovTt Tw 

(om αθανατον ενεστιν ἡ Kun 

σις καὶ ἡ γεννησις τα ὃ εν TH avap 

μοστω αδυνατον γενεσθαι avappo) 

375 στὸν ὃ ἐστιν TO αἰσχρον ἀπᾶντι TH) 

θεω το Se καλον αρμοττον μοιρα ovy 

και ειλυθυΐα ἡ καλλονῆ εστιν TN YE) 

Col. ix. 

νεσΐει O\f{a talvta οταῖν perv] Ka[Aw προσ 

πελαζὴ To Kuovy ἵλείω]ν τε yeyvr[e|rac) 

380 Kat εὐφραινομενον [δ])αχειται [k]ar TL) 

κτει TE καὶ yevva: ofralvy de aicx[plo σκὺ 

Opwrov τε Kat λυπουμίεἶνον ξυ[ν)σπει) 

ραται Kat αποτρεπετία)ι Kale] αν[ιλλεται 

kat ov γεννία] αλλ ἰσχον To κυημία χαἾλε 

385 πως φερει [οθ]εν δὴ τίω] κυουντι [τε και) 

dn σπαργωντι πολλὴ ἡ πτοιησῖις γε 

yove περι To καλον [da To μεγαλίης5)] ὦ) 

δεινος απολυ[ει]ν Tov εχοντα εστιν 

yap w@ [Selxpa[rles εφη ov του καλου o €) 

390 pws ws av] ο[ει : αλλα τι μην: της yer) 

᾿ψγῃσεως Καὶ τοῦ TOKOV εν Tw καλω: εἰν 

ev nv ὃ eyo: πανυ μεν ovy εφη: τι On 

ουν TNS γενεσεὼς OTL MEL γενεσις εστι 

και αθανατον ὡς θνητω ἡ γεννησις 

395 αθανασιας de αναγκαῖον επιθυμειν 

μετα ἀγαθου εκ Tov ὠμολογημενῶ 

επερ του ἀαγαθου εαυτω εἰναι αἰει Epws 

εἰσΊῖτιν ἀαναγκαιον δὴ εκ τουτου Tov 

λογου Kat της αθανασιας Tov Epwra 

400 εἰναι: TavTa τε ovy TavTa εδιδαν 

OKE με οποτε περι τῶν ερωτικὼν do 

255 

206 D 

206 E 

vu 
ao εχίει ε 

pos στ .[. 

207 A 
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ylolus ποιοιτο: Kat ποτε ἤρετο: TL oLEL) 

ὦ Σωκρατες αἰτιον εἰναι TovTov Tov 

ἐρωτος Kat τῆς επιθυμιας ἡ οὐκ αἰισθα 

νει ws δεινως διατιθεται παντα Ta 

[θ]ηρια ἐπειδὰν επειδαν γενναν €) 

πιθυμηση Kal Ta πεζα Kal τὰ TTN) 

να vooouvTa τε παντα καὶ ερωτιὺ 207 Β 

kos διατιθεμενα mpwrov μὲν πε 

pt To ξυμμιγηναι αλληλοις εἐπειτα 

περι THY τροῴφην Tov γενομενοῦ 

και ετοιμα εστιν ὕπερ τουτῶὼν καὶ 

διαμαχεσθαι τα ασθενεστατα τοις 

ioxuporarots και ὑπεραποθνησκεῖ 

Kal αὐτῶ τω λειίμω παρατινομενὰ 

ὥστε EKELVa εκτρεῴειν καὶ ado) 

παν ποιουντα Tous μὲν yap avOpw 

ποὺς edn οιοιτ av τις εκ λογίσμου 

ταυτα ποιειν τὰ δὲ θηρια τις αι 

τια ουτῶς ερωτίικως διατιθεσθαι 207 C 

exes λεγειν: Καὶ eyw ελεγον oTL) 

οὐκ εἰδειην: ἡ ὃ εἰπεν διανοει 

ουν δεινοῖς ποτε γενήσεσθαι τα ε 

ρωτικα εαἷν τ]αυτα μη evvons [η}} 

425 αλλα δια [ταυ]τα tor w 4ιοτιμα 

430 

Col. x. 

οἰπερ) νυνδὴ εἰπὸν mapa σε [nk]o γνίους 

οἶτι δήδασκαλων δεομαι [αλλ]α plow Ae 

γε Kat τουτων τὴν αἰτίϊαν Klat τίων 

αλλων τῶν περι Ta [εἸρωτίικα εἰ τοι 

νυν edn πιστεύεις εκεινου ev[a]t) 

φυσει Tov ἐρωτα 60 πολλακις wpo) 

[Ajoynoaper pn Oavpage ενταυθα 

[ylap τον avrov εκεινω Aofyo ἡ Ovn 207 D 
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το] 
τὴ gvolt|s ζητει κατα [δΊυνατον ae 

τε εἰναι καὶ αθανατος δυναται δὲ 

ταυτὴ μονον τὴ γενεσει οτι aeL 

[κἸαταλειπει ἐτερον νεὸν ἀντι Tov 
παλαιου emer καὶ εν ὦ εν εκαστον 

τῶν ζώων (nv καλειται καὶ εἰν 

vat τὸ αὐτὸ olov εκ παιδαριουν 

0 αὐτος λέγεται ews αν πρεσβυτης 

γένηται ovros μεντοι ovdero) 

τε ταῦτα εἐχὼν εν αὐτῶ ομως 0) 

αυτος καλειται ἀλλα νεὸς ater γι 

γνομενος ta δὲ ἀπολλὺυς και κατα τας 
τριχας Kat oapka καἰι] οστα καὶ ata και 
σϊξηνμπαν το copa Kar μὴ ort κατα το 
σῶμα ἀλλα [κ]αι κατα τὴν ψυχὴν οἱ» 
τρόποι τὰ [η]θη δοξαι επιθυμιαι ηδον 
vat λυπαι goBor τουτων εκαστα οὐδε 
ποτε ταυτα παρεστιν εκαστω adda 
τὰ μεν γιγνεται τα ὃ απολλυται πο 
[Alu δὲ τουτων ατοπωτερον ετι ort Kat 
αι ἐπιστημαι μὴ OTL at μεν γιγνονται 
at δὲ ἀπολλυνται ἡμιν καὶ ovdero) 
τε οἱ αὑτοι ἐσμεν οὐδὲ κατα τας emt 
στημας aha και μια εκαστὴ Tov) 
ἐπιστήμων ταυτὸν πάσχει ὁ γαρ κα 
AetTat μελεταν ὡς εξιουσης εστι τῆς 
ἐπιστήμης nO yap επιστημὴς εν 
ἔξοδος pedrern δὲ παλιν καινὴν ev 
ποιουσὰ ἀντι THS αἀπιουσης μνημὴ ow 
ζει τὴν ἐπιστήμην woTE τὴν av) 
τὴν δοκειν εἰναι τουτω yap Tw τρο 
πω πᾶν τὸ θνητον σωζεται dv τῶ 
πανταπασιν τὸ avTov aet εἰναιν 
womep τὸ θειον adda τω TO απιον 

5 
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208 B 
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Kal παλαιούμενον ετερον veoy eV 
€ 

ενκαταλιπειν οἷον αὑτὸ NY ταὺλ 

™ τὴ μηχανὴ ὦ Σώκρατες edn 

θνητον αθανασιας μετέχει Και 

copa καὶ ταλλα παντὰ abava) 

Col. xi. 

[roy de αἴλλη μη ovy Oavpage εἰ To av 

[του] αποβίλαστημα φυσει παν τειμα 

αθϊανασιας yap χαριν παᾶντι αἸυτη ἢ 

σπίο]υϊδη Kat 0 epws emeTat Καιγω a) 

[kovoas Tov λογον εθαυμασα) τε Kat) 

[εἰποὴν εἶεν nv ὃ εγω ὦ σοφωτ]ατη Ato) 

[τῇμα Tavra ὡς ἰαληθως oluTws Exel) 

[Kae i womep οἱ τεΐλεοι σοφἸισται ev ισθι 208 C 

[ἐφ]η © Σίωκρατες [emer Klar τῶν avOpo 

[πων εἰ εθελεις [es τὴν] φιλοτιμιαν 

βλεψαι θαυμαϊζοις] av της αλογιας 

περι. α eyo εἰρηκία el] μη εννοεις ενθυ 

μηθεις ws δεινίως διακεινται εἐρωτι 

του ονομαστῖοι γενεσθαι καὶ κλεος 

εἰς τὸν αἰεὶ χρονον αθανατον κα 

ταθεσθαι και ὕπερ τουτου κινδὺυ 

vous τε κινδυνεύειν ετοιμοι εἰσι 

παντας ετι μαλλοῖν ἡ] ὕπερ Tov) 

παιδων και χρημαΪτ] αναλισκειν 208 D 

και πονοὺυς trovew [ο]υστινασουν 

και ὕπεραποθνησκειν : επει OLeL) 

495 

συ edn ἄλκηστιν ὕπερ Αδμητου 

αποθανειν αν ἡ ἄχιλλεα Πατρο 

κλω επαποθανειν ἡ προαποθα 

νειν τὸν ὕμετερον Kodpov ὕπερ 

της βαλειας των παιδων μη olo) 
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pevovs αθανατον μνημὴν ape 

TNS περι EavT@ov εσεσθαι nv νυν) 

ἡμεῖς ἐχομεν πολλου ye de edn) 

αλλ οιμαι ὕπερ apetns αθανατου 

και τοιαυτης δοξης εὐκλεους) 

παντες TAVTA ποίιουσιν ὁοσὼ ἂν a 

505 μεινοὺυς wat TOTOUTM μαλλον του 

yap αθανατίο]νυ ερωσι" οἱ μεν ovy ev 

510 

515 

Kupoves εφη κατα Ta σώματα ov 

TES προς Tas γυναικας μαλλον TPE 

πονται και TAVTN EPWTLKOL εἰσιν 

δια παιδογονιας αθανασιαν Kat 

μνημὴν και ευδαιμονιαν ὡς οἱ 

ονται autos εἰς Tolv ἐπιτα yxpo) 

νον παντὰ πορι(ζομενοι οἱ de) 

κατα την ψυχὴν εἰσι yap ovy edn 

οἱ εν ταις ψυχαις κυουσιν ETL μαλλο 

ἡ εν τοις σωμασιν a ψυχὴ πρἰοσηκι 
ι 

καὶ κυησα τ{[[α}:ε Και τεκειν τι OUV προσ 

nket φρονησιν τίε Kale τὴν αλλην 

ἀρετὴν ὧν δὴ εἶισι Klar οἱ ποιητίαι 

520 παΐντ]ες γεννητορεῖς καὶ των ὅδ[η 

Col. xii. 

μιουργὼν ogot λεγονται eupleT|tKor) 

εἶναι πολυ δὲ pleylorn edn [κ]αι Kad) 

λιστὴ THS φρονησεὼς ἡ περι τας τῷ 

πολεὼν τε καὶ οικησεων [δ]ιακοσμην 

σις ἡ δὴ ονομα ἐστιν σωφροσυνὴ τε 

kat δικαιοσυνη τουτων av οταν τις 

εκ νεοῦ εκκυμὼν ἡ THY Ψψυχῆν θειος 

ὧν και nkovons τῆς NALKLAS τικτεῖ 

τε Kat γενναν non επιθυμὴ gyre 

52 
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δὴ οιμαι καὶ ovTos περιΐων To καλὸ 
ἢ 

εν @ av γεννήσειεν εν [Tw γ]αρ acy pw 

οὐδέποτε γεννήσει Ta τίε] ουν σῶμα 

Ta Ta καλα μαλλον η τἴα] αισχίρ]α ασπα 

ἔεται ατε κυῶν και αν evTvxn Wu 

χη καλὴ και γενναιᾳ [και] εὐῴυει πα 

νυ δὴ ασπαζετα[ι] το ξυνανῴοτερο 

και προΐς] τουτον Tov ἀνθρωπον εὖ 

θυς εὐπίορ]εῖι λο]γίων] περι ἀρετης Kat 

περι οἶον χρη] εἰναι Tov ανδρα τον 209 C 

ayabov και [a επιτ]ηδευειν καὶ em) 

χειρει maderferv] απτομεῖν)ος yap) 

οιμαι Tov καλου Kal ομειλων aluTo 

α παλαι ekvel τίκτει και γεννία και 

παρ[[ οντῆν καὶ ἀπὼν μεμνημενῖος 

και To γεννηθεν συνεκτρεφει κοι 

vn PET EKELVOU wOTE πολὺ μειζωλ 

κοινωνιαν τὴς τῶν παίδων προς 

adAnAous οἱ τοιουτοι ἴσχουσι Και) 

φιλιαν βεβαιοτεραν ate KadXeLo) 

νων καὶ αθανατωτερων πα[ιδΊων 

κεκοινωνήηκοτες Kat mas ἄν δεξαι 

TO €avT@ τοιουτους παιδας [aA 

yeyovevat ἡ Tovs avOpwmivovs Kat 209 D 

εἰς Ὅμηρον αποβλεψας και εἰς Hoods 

585 Kal Tous adAous ποιητας Tous aya) 

θους ζηλων ola eyyova [elavTwy κα 

ταλειπουσιν a εκεινοι[ς] αθανατὸ 

κλεος Kat μνημὴην παϊΐρ)εχεται av 

Ta τοιαυτα οντα' εἰ de βουλει εφη 

560 οιἰους Avkovpyos παιδας κατελιπε 

το εν Δακεδαιμοῖν). σωτηρας τῆς 

Aaxedaipovos καὶ ws επος εἰπίεῖϊ 

της EdAados τιμιος δὲ malp| ἡμιν [Kae 
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ο Σολων dia την των νομὼν yer) 

565 νησιν καὶ αλλοι addobt πολλαχου 

ανδρες και Ελλησι και εν [β]αρβαροις 

πολλα Kat αλλα αποφ[ην)αμενοιν 

Col. xiii. 

εργα Kal γεννησαντες παντοιαν a) 

ρετην ὧν και ἵερα πολλα On yeyove) 

570 δια τοὺς τοιουτους παίδας δια δὲ Tous 

ανθρωπινους ovdevos πω TavTa μὲ 

ουν Ta ερωτικα ἴσως ὦ Σώκρατες Kav) 

συ μυηθειης τα δὲ τελεα καὶ εποπτικα 

ὧν ενεκὰ Kal ταῦὅτα εστιν εαν TLS Op) 

515 θως petin οὐκ οιδ εἰ οἱος T αν εἰῆς᾽ ερῶ 

“μεν ουν εφην eyo και προθυμιας ov 

dev ἀπολείψω πειρω δὲ και ov επεσθαι 

eav ovos Te ns: de yap edn τον ορθως 

i[owra ἐπὶ τοῦτο To mpaypa αρχεσθα[ι] 

580 μεν veov ovTa ἵεναι emt Ta καλα Tw) 

pata: και πρωτον μὲν eav ορθως 7) 

γῆται o ἡγούμενος evos αὑτον copa 

Tos ἐραν kat evtavOa γενναν λογους 

καλοὺς emeita δὲ αὑτὸν KaTovon) 

585 σαι οτι το καλλος TO EM οτώωουν σωμα 

τι τῶ Em ETEPH σώματι αἀδελῴον εστι 

καὶ εἰ δει διωκειν To em εἰδει Kadov) 

πολλὴ ανοια pn οὐχ ἐν τε Καὶ ταῦτον 

ηγεισθαι To ent] mace τοις σωμασι Kad 

590 Aos: Touro ὃ εννοησαντα KaTaoTH 

"val TavTov των Kado TOMATO 

ἐραστὴν evos de To σῴφοδρα τουτο xa 

λασαι καταφρονησαντα καὶ σμικρο 

nynoapevovy peta δε TavTa TO εν 

595 Tas ψυχαῖς καλλος τιμιωτερον 1) 
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ynoacbat TOV EV TO σώματι WATE Και 

600 

605 

€av επιεικης ὧν THY ψυχὴν τις και 

εᾶν σμικρον ανθος exn εξαρκεινν) 

aural] v]] Kat epav και κηδεσθαι και τι 

κτειν λογοὺυς τοιουτους Καὶ ζητειν 

οἰτινες ποιήσουσι βελτειους TOUS) 
σ 

veous ἵνα αναγκαθὴ αὖ θεασασθαι 

TO εν τοις επιτηδευμασι καὶ τοις) 

νομοις καλον καὶ τοῦτο ἴδειν OTL) 

παν αὑτὸ αὐτῶ gvyyeves εστιν) 

ἵνα To πίερ]ι TO σωμα καλον σμικρον 

TL ηγησηίϊτ]αι εἰνα)]ι μετα δὲ τα em) 

610 

615 

620 

τηδευματα επι τας ἐπιστήμας) 

ayayey iva εἰδὴ av επιστημῶν) 

καλλος Kat βλεπίω]ν προς [πολὺ dn) 

τὸ καλον μήκετι TO Trap ενι ὠσπερ 

οἰκετης ἀγαπὼν παιδαριου καλλος 

[η] ανθρωπου τινος ἡ επιτηδευμα 

[τοὺς [[τἴϊενος δουλευων φαυλος ἡ και 

ἰσμικρολογος αλλ emt τὸ [πολ]υ eA) 

Col. xiv. 

γος τίετραμμίενος του καλου] Kale] θεωρῶ 

πολίλους Klat καΐλους Aoyous kat peyado) 

πρεΐπεις τιϊκίτει και διανοηματα ev φιλο 

σοῴίια αφθονω ews αν εντ]αυθα ρωσθεις 

και αὐυξηθίεις κατιδὴ τινα επιστημὴν 

fav [τοιαυτὴν ἡ εστΊιν καλου τοιοῦδε 

πειρω δὲ μίοι edn τον] vouy προσέχειν 

ὡς olov τε μίαλίστ]α os yap ἂν pexpl εν 

625 

ταυθα mpols| Ta ερωτίικ]α madaywyn) 

On [Ocloper[os] εφείξης] τε Kat ορθως) 

Ta καλα προς τελος 7[On| ἴων των Epw 

210 C 

210 D 

210 E 
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τικ[ω]ν εξαιφνης κατοίψε]ται τι θαυ) 

μαστον τὴν φυσιν καΐλον τουτ]ο €) 

κεινοὸ ὦ Σ᾽ ωκραϊΪτες] ov [dy evexev] Kar 

οἱ ἐμπροσθεν παντεῖς πονοι noa\y) 

Mp@TOV μεν ἀεὶ ον και οὔτε γιγνο 

635 

640 

645 

650 

655 

μενον οὐτε απολλυΐμενον ouTe av 

Eavopevoy οὐτε φΐθινον emetta ov 

τὴ μεν καΐλ]ον τη [δ αἰσχρὸν οὐδὲ τὸ 
ουδ[ε 

τε μὲν Tode δε ov mplos μεν TO καλον 

προς δὲ το αἰσχρον ουδ [εν͵]θᾳ μεν κ]α 

λον evOade δὲ αἰσχρον ὡς τισι μεν Ὁ 

καλον τισιν δὲ αισίχρον] ovd αὖ φαΐντα 

σθησεται avTw To ἰκαῖλον οἷον προ 

σωπον τι οὐδὲ χειρες ovde αλλ[ο] ov 

δὲ εν copa μετέχει οὐδὲ τις λογοῖς 

οὐδὲ τις ἐπιστημὴ οὐδὲ πίου ov ἐν ε 

πῇ τινι οἷον [ev] (am ἡ εν [yn ἢ ἐν 

ουρανω ἡ ἔν Tw [addAw| αἷλλ αὐτο κα 

θ αὐτο μετ avrov μονοΐειδες wer ov 

Ta δὲ αλλα TavTa καλα εκΐεινου με 

TEXOVTA TpoTov τινὰ τοιουΐτον οἱ 

ον γιγνομενων τε τῶν addov [Kat 

amoAAupevav μηδεν εκεινο [μὴ 

τε πλεὸν μητε ελαττον γιγνίεσ 

θαι pnde πασχειν μηδὲν οταν [dy 

τις ἀπὸ τωνδὲ δια To ορθως παῖιδε 

ράστειν ἐπανιὼν εκεινο το] κίαλον 

apxntat καθοραν σχεδίον av τι α 

MTOLTO Tov τελοὺς τοῦτο [yalp dln ε 

στι To opOws emt Ta ερωτικα ιεναι 

ἡ Um addov ἀγεσθαι ἀρχομΐενον a 

mo τῶνδε των Kadwy εκΐεινου ενε 

κα του καλου αει επανΐενίαι ὠσπερ 

263 

2ar1 A 

211 B 

a11C 



264 

660 

665 

670 

680 

685 

690 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

ἐπαναβασμοις χρωμενῖίον amo ε 

vos emt δυο Kat απὸ δυοιϊν emt παν 

Ta τὰ Kaha σώματα και απο τῶν 

Col. xv. 

[ka]A[oly σωματων em Ta καλὰ επιτήη 

Sevpata καὶ απὸ τῶν επιτηδευμα 

των] ἐπι Ta καλα μαθηματα και a) 

πο [τῆων μαθηματων ἐπι εκεινο Τὸ 

μα[θ]ημ[α] τελευτησίη)] ο ἐστιν οὐκ ad 

λου [ἡ αἸυτου εκΐεινου] Tov καλου pa) 

θημῖα kKjat γνω avTw τελευτων τῷ ἢ} 

ο ἐστιν καλον ενϊτίαυθα του βιου w) 

φιλε Σώκρατες en ἡ Mavtivixn) 

éevn εἰπερ mov αλλοθι βιωτὸν av 

θρίωίπω θεωμενω αὐτὸ To Καλον o €) 

av ποτε ἴδης ov κατα χρυσον τἴε]» 

και [ecO|nra Kat τους Kadous παιδαϊῖς 

τε [kale νεανίσκους δοξει σοι εἰναι 

ous νυν ορων εκπεπληξαι και ετοι 

pols εἰ κ᾿ αἰ] ov κία]. ἀλλοι πολίλ]οι ορωντες 

τα [παι]δίκα καὶ ξυν[οἸνίτεῖς aer α[υἾτοις 

εἰ πὼς olov TE nV 'μῆτε εσίθ)ιειν μητε 

[mie adda μονον θεασασθαι Kat) 

[ξίυνειναι te δητα edn οἰομεθα [ει Tle 

γενοιτίο] αὐτὸ To καλοῖν ἰδειν εἰλικρι 

ves καθαρον αμικτον αἷλλα μὴ ava 

πλέω σαρκὼν τε ανθρωπίινων καὶ 

[χ]ρωϊμίατων καὶ adAns πολίλης φλυ 

aptals θἸνητης αλλ αὐτο τίο θειον κα 

ἴλ]ον δυναιτο μονοειδες [κάτιδειν a 

[p] ovee εφη φαυλον βιον γιγν)εσθίαι εκει 

[ce βίλεποντος ἀνθρωπου Kat εκΐεινο ὦ 

211 Ὁ 

211E 

212 A 



y20 

843, PLATO, SYMPOSIUM 

det θεωμενου καὶ ξυϊνοῖντος αἴυτω ἢ [ 
[ovk ενθυμει edn οἶτι εἸνταυθα [αυτω 

[Hovaxouv γ]ενησίεται ορωντι ὦ olparov 

[ TO καλον τικτειν οὐκ εἰδωλ]α ἀρετίης 

695 [ate οὐκ εἰδωλου εφαπτομενίω αλλ a) 

[AnOn are του] αληθουΐϊς εφαϊπτομενΐω 

[αλλ αληθη αἾτε τοῖυ αλ]ηθους εφαπτίο 

[μενω τεκοῖντι δὲ ἀρετὴν adnO[n Kar, 

[θρεψαμενω ὕπαρχει θεοφιλει γεῖνεσ 

700 [Ola [κ]αι εἰπέρ Tw αἀλλω ανθρωπαωΐν a 

[θαἸνατω [κ]ακεινω: tavta dn Φαι[δρε 

[τ]ε κ[α]ι [ot] αλλοι edn μεν 4ιοτιμα me) 

πεισῖμαι] ὃ eyw πεπεισμενος δὲ πειρίω 

μία]ει και τους αλλοὺυς πειθειν οτι Tov 

705 [τ]ου του κτημαῖτος τὴ] ανθ]ρ]ωπεια 

ἰφυσει ξῆυνεργον ἀμεινω ερωτῖἧος 

οὐκ [aly τις padiws λαβοι dio δὴ eyo 

γε φημι χρηναι πία]ντ᾽ ανδρα Tov) 

[εἸρωτα τιμαν και αὑτος τιμω τὰ 

710 [εἸρωτικα [κ]αι διαφεροντως acKw) 

Col. xvi. 

kat [Tos αλλ]οις mapakedevopar Kat) 

νυν τε και aller εγκωμιαζω Tov Epw) 

τα τὴν δ[υϊναμιν και ανδρειαν Tov 

ερωτος κίαθ ogo] olos T εἰμι τουτον 

715 ovv Tov [Noyov w Φαιδὴρε εἰ μεν εἰ μὲ 

βουλει αἷς εἸγκωμ[ιοὴν εἰς ερωτὰ vo) 

μισον εἰιρησθαι] εἰ δὲ ort καὶ ὁπὴ χαι 

pels ονομαζῶὼν τοῦτο ofvjopage: εἰ 

-8- ποντος δε ταυτα Tov Ywxparovs 

τους μεν ἐπαινεῖν Tov de ἄριστο 

φανὴ επιχειρίεἶιν λεγεῖὶν τι OTL €) 
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μνησθη αὐτου λεγων ο Yoxparns 

περι Tov λογου καὶ εξαιφνης τὴν) 

αυλειον θυραν κρουομενην πολῦ 

Ψψοῴον παρασχειν ὡς κωμαστῶ 

και αυλητριδος φωνὴν ακουειν 

tov owv AyalOljova παιδὲς hava) 

730 

735 

ov κεψεσθε και αν μεν τις τῶν €) 

πιτηδειωὼν ἡ Kadlelire εἰ δὲ pn λε 

γέτε OTL ov πεινομὲν adda παὺυολ 

[μεθα ηἼδὴ και ov πολυ ὕστερον AX 

κι[βιαδῆου την φωνὴν ακουειν εν 

[rm αὐἹλη opodpa pe[Olvovros xa) 

[μεγα] βοωντος epwravTos οποὺλ 

Δγ[αθ]ων καὶ κελευοντίο]ς ayew) 
ν 

mapa Αγαθωνα' aye: ovy αὑτὸν πα 

ρα opas [τ]ην τε avdAntpida vo) 

λαβουσαν Kat addovs τινας των 

ακολου[θ]ων [κ]αι επιστηναι emt) 

740 τία]ς θυρας εστεφανώμενον αὐτὸ 

745 

75° 

κιτίτο]υ τε νι στεφανωμενον αὖ 

τον κιίττου τε τινι oTEpavw) 

ε 

[μεν]ον δασι και ἴων καὶ ταινιας 

[ exovT|a ἐπὶ τῆς κεφαλης Tavv) 

[πολλ]ας και εἰπειν' ανδρ[εἸς χαιρε 

[re μεήθυοντα ανδρα aviv] σφοδρα 

[δε]ξεσθ[ alle ξυμποτην ἡ απίιω]μενν 

[αν]αδησαντες μονον Ayabova ep o 

melo ἡλθομεν eyw yap τοι φαναι €) 

xGes μὲν οὐχ oilos] τ᾽ ἐγενομὴν adr) 

κ[εσθ]α[.] νυν δὲ nkw ἐπι τη κεφαλὴν 

[e]xov [τας ταινιας ἵνα απὸ τη)» €) 

ns kepadns τίην] του σοφωτατίο]υ 

και καϊλλ)]ιστου [κε]φαλην εαν εἰπὼ 

212 Ὁ 
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755 ουτωσὶ avad|nlow apla καταγελασε 

σθε pov ws pebvovtos [eyw de Kav 

ὕμεις γελατε opuals ev od οτι adn 

Col. xvii. 

θη λεγω adda [μοι λεγετε αὑτοθεν επι 

ρήῆτοις eo ἡ μὴ ἰσυμπιεσθε ἡ ov παν 

760 Tas ουν αναθορυβησῖαι Kar κελευειν εἰσ 

εἰεναι Kat κ[αἸτακλείινεσθαι και τον Aya 

795 

θωνα Kade αὐτοῖν Kat Tov Levat ayo 

μενον ὕπο των ανθρωπων Kat πε 

ριαιρουμενον apa ἴτας ταινιας ws 

αναδησοντα επιπρίοσθε των οφθαλ 

fev exovTa ov κατΐιδειν τον Σωκρα 

™ adda καθιζεσθῖαι παρα τον Aya 

θωνα ev peow Σωκραΐτους τε καὶ εκει 

νου: παραχωρησαι [yap Tov Σ᾽ ὠκρατὴη 

110 ὡς εκεινον κατιδεῖν παρακαθεζο 

μενον δὲ avrov αἷσπαζεσθαι τε τον 

Ayabova και ανΐαδειν ere ovy 

tov Ayabwva υπολυετε παιδες AX 

775 

κιβιαδην ἵνα εκ τριτίων κατακεη 

ται: πανυ γ εἰπειν τοῖν Αλκιβιαδὴν 

αλλα τις nue ode τριῖτος ξυμποτης 

580 

Kat apa μεταστρεφομενον αὐτῖίον 

opav Tov Σωκρατὴ ἴδοντα de aria 

πηδησαι Kat εἰπεῖν: ὦ Ηρακλεις του 

τι τι nv’ Σωκραΐτης ovros ελλοχων 

av με ενταυθα [κατεκεισο ὠσπερ εἰ 

ὠθεις εξαιφνης [αναφαινεσθαι 

κατεκεισο ὠσπερ [embers εξαιῴφνης 

αναφαινεσθαι omov eyo [ωμὴν ηκι 

η85 στὰ σε εσίε]σθαι και νυν τι ηκΐεις και 

τι av evravOa κατεϊκλινης ὡς ov 

Pai wav 

213 B 
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mapa [Apiorjopaver ov[d εἰ τις αλλος 

[γ]ελοιοῖς εσῆτι [τ]: και βουλεῖται adda 

τί] ἐμηχᾳνησω [omlws παΐρα τω Kad 

790 λιστω τίων εἸνδοῖν κατακεισὴ Kat 

[τὸν Σωκρατ]η Alyabov φαναι opa et μοι 

em[apuvels| ws εἶμοι ο τουτου Epws του 

αἱνθρωἸπίο]υ οἷν φαυλον mpaypa γεγο 

viev] am ἐκεινοῦ [ylap τίου ypovov a 

795 ov τουτου ηρασθην οὐκετι εξε 

στι μοι ovte προσβλεψίαι ουτε δια 

λεχθηναι καλω ουδίενι ἡ ουτοσι 

ζηλοτυπίω]ν με καὶ φίθονων θαυ 

μαστία εργαζεται και λοιδορειται 

800 Te κίαι τῶ χείρε μίογις αἰπεχεται opa 

ouv pn τι και νυν [epyaonrat adda 

διαλλαξ[ον] nulas ἡ εαν emtyxeipy 

BiijagecOar ἐπαΐμυνε ws eyo την 

τουτου μανίιαν τε Kat φιλεραστι 

805 av mavu οἱρρωδω αλλ οὐκ εστι 

Col. xviii. 

[pavat] τον Αλκ[ἡβι[αδην ἐμοι και σοι 

[διαλλ]αγη: αλλα τουτίων μεν εἰς αυθις 

[owe τειμω]ρησομαι: νυν de [μοι Ayabov 

[φαναι] μεταδος Tov ταινιων iva 

810 [αναδησω] και τὴν τουΐτου ταυτηνι 

[την θαυμἸαστην κεϊφαλην Kat μη 

[mor μεμφη͵ται [οἦτι [ce μεν avednoa 

Col. xxiii. 

[μαι Boxlpares εξελεγίχε] συνεγινον 

μην yap @] avdpes povr[os] μονω και apn 

815 [avrixa δι]αλεξ[ α]εσθαι [αἸυτον por amep) 

213 D 
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843. PLATO, SYMPOSIUM 

[av epacrns] mlal[d\Kols εἰν ερημια διαλε 

[xen Kat εἸχαιρον τουτων δὴ pada εἰ) 

[γίγνετο οὐδὲν add ὡσἸπίε]ρ ειωθει διαλε 

[Χθεις αν μοι Kat συν]ηϊμ]ερευσας ὠχετον 

[απιων peta TavTa σ)υνγυμναζεσαι 

[προυκαλουμην] avTov καὶ ocuveyupva 

[ζομην ws] τι ενταυθα περανων avy) 

[εγυμναζἼετο [ουν pole κ[αι] προ[ σ]επ[αλα]ι[ξ 

[πολλακις ovdevos π͵]αροῖντος κ͵Ίαι [τι δει 

ἴλεγειν ουδεὴν yap μοι πλεοῖν ny elec) 

1 
[On δὲ ου]δαμηὴ ταῦτ ηνυτίον εἸδίοξε 

[μοι επιθετεοὴν εἰναι τω avdpt κατα 

[το καρτερ)ον καὶ οὐκ aver αἤϊεον €TTEL) 

[δηπερ peda adda. εἰ[κειν στέον 

[én τι] ἐστι TO πραγμα' mpoKkadov) 

[μαι δῆη avrov προς τίο σ]υνδειπνεῖ 

[arexvlws ὠσπερ εραστης παιδικοις 

[επιβουλ]ευων: καὶ μοι οὐδὲ τουτο[ υ}}} 

[ ταχὺ υπ]ηκουσεν' ομως ὃ a xX pov) 

[ἐπεισθη εἸπειδὴ δὲ αφικετο TO πρωτὸ 

[δειπνη]σας απιεναι εβουλετο' Kat) 

[τοτε μεὴν αισχυνομενος αἰφηκα 

[avrov αἴυθις ὃ επι[βο]υλείυσας επει 

[dn εδεδειπν[η]κει διελεγομὴν mop 

[ρω τῶν νυϊκτων καὶ επειδὴ γε εβου 

[AeTo απιεν]αι σκ[ηπτομενος ott οψαι 
ι 

[εἰη προσ]ηναγκία]σα avTov μενεν 

[ανεπαυεῖτο ovy [εἶν τη εἐχομενὴ €) 

[μου κλεῆινη ev ηπερ εδείπνει τὰ ου 

[des ev] τω οἰκηματι αλλος KaOnu 

[δεν] ἡ ἡμεῖς" μίεχρι μὲν ουν δὴ dev 

[po tlov λογου καΐλως αν exoe Klat προς ov 

217 C 
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[τιν]ουν Aeyew [το ὃ εντευθεν οὐκ ἃ 

[oly ἠκούσατε λε[γον]ηο]ς εἰ μὴ πρῶ 
850 [τὸν μὴεν τὸ λε[γο]μ[εν]ον οἱνος αν εν 

τε παιδων Kat μετα] παιδων ny 

[αἸληθης᾽ επειτα ἰαφαἸνισα Yoxpa) 

[τους epyov ὕπερηϊφαν)ον εἰς επαΐι 

voly ελθοντα αδικ[ον] μοι φαινεῖται 

ἐχεως] παθος καμε [εχ͵ει: φασί. yap 

[ 
855 [ert] de ro του δηχ[ίθεϊντος ὕπο τίου 

[ 
[ που τινα τουτο παθοντα ov[k ε 

Col. xxiv. 

οὐκ εθελειν λεγειν οιοῖν nv πλὴν Tos δὲ 

δηγμενοις ὡς μονΐοις γνωσομενοις Καὶ Evy 

860 γνωσομενοις εἰ παν ἰετολμα δραν τε Kat 

λέγειν ὕπο τῆς οδυΐνης eyo] ουν d[edny 

μενος τε ὕπο αλγινοτερου και τίο αλγι 

votatov wv av τις δηχθειη" την] Kap 

διαν yap ἡ Ψυχὴν ἢ oT det αὐτο ofvo]) 

865 μασαι πληγεις τε Kat δηχθεις ὕπο τ]ω 

[ely φιλοσοφια λογὼων οἱ εχοντίαι Ext] 

[δν]ης αγριωτερον νέου ψυχηΐς μ]η α 

φίυου)» οταν λαβωνται και ποιουΐσι dpa 

τε και λεγειίν οτιΐουν [κα]. ορων av Pale 

870 δρους [Αγ]αθίων]ας Ἐρίυξιμϊαχους ΠΙαν 
[cavias Αριστοδημο]υς τε και Alpiocro 

φίανας ΣωκρατΊη [dle avrov τι dle de 

yelly Klat oolot αλΊλοι: παντες yalp κεκοι 

νωνήκατε τῆς φιλοσοῴφου [φΠαίνιας 

875 τε καὶ Baxxias: διο παντες alkou 

σεσθῖε] συνγνωσεσθε yap τοις τῖε τοτε 

ἱπραχἸθεισ[ ] Kae τοις νυν λεγομεῖνοις 

ἴοι ὃ οἸικεται καὶ εἰ τις αλλος εστίιν Be 

218 A 

218B 
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βίηλ]ος τε και αγρίοικος] πυλας πία]νίυ 

[μεγαλ]ας tos wow [επιθ]εσθ[ αἾ]ε [εἸπειν 

885 

δὴ [yla[p] ουν ὦ avdpes o τε λυχΐνος αἾπε 

σβίηκει Kat of πίαιδ]ες εξω ησαν [edo 

[ξε μοι χρηναι μ]ηδ[ εἰν ποικιλλίειν 

προς αὑτον αλλ ελευθερως εἰπεῖν a 

[μοι εδοκει καὶ εἰπ͵ον καὶ KeLvnoas) 

αὐτίον Σώκρατες καἸθευδεις: ov δὴ 

τία ἡ ὃ os οιἰσθα ovv α μοῖι δεδοκταιν) 

τι μαΐλιστα edn ov εμοῖι δοκεις nv) 

& eyw [εμοὴν εραΐστης αἸξ[ιἼος γεγονεῖναι 

890 μονοῖς Και] μοι dalivje oxvery pyn) 

σθηνΐαι mplos pe: eyw de ουτωσὶ [ex]o 

mavu ἰανο]ητί ον ἡγουμαι εἰναι σοι py 

ov και [του]το χαϊρ]ισασθαι και εἰ TL aA 

Ao ἡ τηΐ9] ουσιας τη5] euns δεοιο ἡ τῷ 

895 φίλων τίω]ν εἐμων["] enol] μεν yap ov 

δίεν ἐστι] πρεσβυτερίον Tov ws ort) 

[BleArioz[oly ene γενίεσθαι) τουτοῖυ 

δὲ oftjuale pole συλληπίτορα οἹυδεῖνα 

κυριώτερον εἰναι σοῖυ eyw On τοι 

9οο 

905 

ovT@ avdpt πολυ μαΐλλον aly μὴ 

Χχαριζομενος αἰσχίυνοιμην] Tous 

φρονιμους ἡ χαριίζομενος τΊους) 

Col. xxv. 

τε [πολλους Kat adlpovas καὶ [ovtos a 

[kovoas para elpwolyikos καὶ σφ[οδρ]α 
φιλε 

[εαυἸτου [τε και ειωθοτως ελεξε: w AX 

[κἡβιαδη κιϊνδ]υ[νευεις τω οντι ov) 

φαυλος εἰἷναι εἸι[πΊἸερ [αἸληθη τυγχανει 

ov[ra] a Aeyels περι εἐμου και τις ἐστ᾽ ε 

ν [enor Sluvayis 8 ns av [σ]υ yevoio a 

218 C 
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910 petvov alun|xavov [τοι καλλος opw 

ns av ey εἶμοι και της Tapa σοὶ evjop 

φ[ιἸας παϊμπολυ δι[αἸφίερ]ον εἰ dn καθο 

ρων αὐτο] κἰ[οινΊωσασθαι τε μοι em) 

[χ]ερεις και αλίλ]αξασθαι καλλος ἀντι 

915 Καλλοὺς οὐκ ολιγω μου πλεονεκτειν 

διανοει αλλ ἀντι [djogns αληθειαν) 
ω 

καλί ο]ν κτασθαι επιχειρεις καὶ τω X&p : 
ε 

οντι χρυσια χαλκειων [διαμειβεσθαι arg A 

voetss αλλ ὦ μακαριε αμεινον ἶσκο 

920 me μὴ σε λανθανω [ουδὴεν wy ἡ τοι 

της διανοιας οψις apxerat οἕυ Bre 

mew οταν ἢ Tov ομματων THs) 

axuns λήγειν επιχειρὴ σὺ [de] Tov) 
τῶν ετι [π]ορρω': Kal εγὼ akovoas:) 

925 Ta μεν παρ εμου εφην [ταῖυτα eo{ri| 

wy ovdlely adAws εἰρηται ἢ as] δια [)] 

νἱοουμ]αι ov [de autos οἸυτίω] βουλεὺ 219 Β 

[ov σοι re] οτι αἰριστον καὶ εμΊοι nyele:] 

αλλ [εφη TouTo y εὖ λέγεις εἶν yap Tw 

930 επιονΐτι χρονω βουλευομενοι] mpa 

ξομεῖν ο ανἹ] φαινηταῖι νὼν περι 

τε τουτων και περι των ἄλλων 

αριστον [:] εἶγω] μεν δίη ταυτα ακου 

salle τε κίαι εἰπῆων Kali] apes οἷσπερ 

935 Bede τετίρω]σθαι avrov ὠμίην και 

ανασταῖς γεῖ ουδ επιτρεψας τίουτω 

εἰπεῖν ovdley ετι] αμφιεϊσ]αίς To twa 

τιον τὸ εμαϊυτο]υ τίουτοὶν και [yap 

nv χειμὼν ino Tov τριβω]να Kal) 

940 TakAwvels τοῖν τουτουι π]εριβαλῶ 

τῶ χειρε τοϊυτω Tw δαιμονίῳ ὡς 219 C 

αληθως Kale θαυμαστΊω κατεέκειν 
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μηΐϊν τὴν vuKTa ολη]ν καὶ οὐδεν 

Tau[r av ὦ Σώκρατες εἴρεις [olre {ψε]ν 

945 δομίαι ποιήσαντος δὲ δὴ ταυτα 

ἐμοῦ ἴουτος τοσουτον περιεγεῖνε 

To te] κίαι κατεφρονησεν καὶ κατε 

Col. xxvi. 

γέλασεν τὴς ENS wpas και υβρισεν [Kar 

πέρι EKELVO γε ὠμὴν τι εἰναι ὦ avr[dpes]) 
σ 

950 δικασται δικασται yap ete τῆς Σΐωκρα 

[Tous] ὕπερηφανια]ς : ev γίαρ στίε μα θεους 

μα θεας οἸυϊδεν] περιττίοτεροὴν κίαταδε 

δα[ρθ]ηκίω)ς ανείστην μεῖτα Σ᾿ ωκραϊτους] 

ἢ εἰ μετα πατρῖος καθηυ]δον ἡ αδελῴου 
τα 

955 πρεσβυτερου: [ro d]n με τοῦτο τίνα 

οἰεσθε με διανίοια]ν εχεῖι»] nyovpevo 

μὲν ητιμασθίαι αἸγαμενῖον de] τὴν Tov 

Tov φυσιν τίε και σω]φροσυνὴν kali av 

δρειαν εντ[εἸτυχηκοτα ανθρ[ωἼ]πω) 

960 ToLovTM olw εἶγ)ω [ο]υκ ay onne πίο]τε) 

ἐντυχεῖν εἰς φρονησῖιν κΊαι εἰς ey 

κρατειαν ὠὡστῖε 4.9] οπωΐς) ουὅν aera 

μὴν exov εἰ Klar αἰποστερηθειηνν 

[τ]ης τουτίο]ν [συἸνου[ O]jovas: ovre omy 

965 προσαγαγοιμη[") avrov εὐπορουν 

~ [elu yap dew ort χρημασι ye πολυ 

μαλλον ἀτρωτος nv πανταχὴ ἢ 

σιδηρω o Αιας' w τε ὠμὴν avToy po 
σ 

vo adrwoebar διεπεφευγει pe no) 

970 povy dn Kkara[d|edovAwpevos τε ὕ 

πὸ Tov avOpwrov ws ovdes im [ov 

T 

219 D 
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δενος ahdov περιη εἴα ταῦτα τε [ylap 

μοι amavTa προυγέγονει και pe) 
€ 

τα τία]υτα orpatia ἡμειν [els IIo) 

975 [τ]ε[δαίαν eyeveTo κοινὴ καὶ olvly 

ἐσειτουμεν EKEL? πρῶτον μεν οὐ 

τοις πόνοις οὐ μονον εμου πεϊρ]) [7] 

[αλλα και τῶν αἀλλων απαντωΐν 

[omo|rav αναγκασθειημεν amo) 

980 [λειφθΊεντες που oa δὴ emt στρατει 

[as ασειΐτειν οὐδὲν ἡσαν οἱ ἄλλοι προς 

το] κ[αρτερειν ev T αὖ ταις ευωχίαις 

α 

μονος ἀπολλύειν οἷος T NY Ta T AA 

λα Kat πινειν οὐκ εθελων οποτε a) 

985 νἱαἸ]γκασθειηὴ παντας εκρατει" Kat 

[0] πίαντων apm Σ Σωκρα 

ἰτ]η μεθυοντα ovdets πώποτε €w) 

ρία]κεν ανθρωπὼν τουτοῦυ μεν ov 

pole δοκει καὶ αὐτικα ὁ ελεγχος €) 

990 ἰσεσθ]αι προς de av τας του χειμω 

[vos καρ]τερησΐ! αἿ]ς d[elevo[e] yap avro 

[Oc χειμων])ες Oavplalora etpyage 

[ro ta τε αλ͵]λα [και] ποτε ovros [[v']|ra 

you οιου dlelvo|rarov Kat παντῶν 

Col. xxvii. 

995 ἢ οὐκ εξιοντων [εἸνδοθεν ἡ εἰ [τῇις €) 

ξιοι ημφιεσμενων [[δ]] τε Oavpacta δὴ 

οσα και ὕποδεδεμενων καὶ εν εἰ]λιγ 

μενὼων τοὺς [modas Elis πειλουϊ5] και 

ἀρνακιδας οὐτος [ely τίουτοιὶς εξίηει 

τοοο εχὼν ἵματιον μεν] τοιουτον ἰοιοὴν 

220 A 
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περ και προτερον ειωθει φορεἶιν] av 

ὑποδη[τ]ος δὲ δια του κρυσταϊίλΊλου 

ρα[οὴν ἐπορεύετο ἡ ot αλλοι ὕποδε 

dlezler[ole οἱ de στρατιωτα[ι] ὑϊπεβλε 

1005 πίον] av[rjov ws καταφρονο[υἸνίτ]α o) 

φίων] καὶ tTavra μεν δὴ ταῦτα οιον 

ὃ [av] rod eplelée [κ]αι ἐτλη καρτερος 

αν[η]ρ εκΐει ποῖτε emt στρατιας αἀξιον 

ακ[οὐυσίαι συννοϊησας yap avrob.) 

τοῖο [εώθεν τι εἸιστίηκεῖι σκοπῶν καὶ emt 

δὴ ov προυϊχωρεῖι αὐτῶ οὐκ ανειη) 

αἷλλα)] εἰστηΐκει ὥητων καὶ non ἢ 

μεσημβρια [Kale ἀανθρωποι ησ[θ]ανο 

To κίαι] θαυμ[αἸζοντες αλλος αλλω 

1015 ἔλεγεν οτι Σωκρατης ὡς e€ εωθε]]}1 

ν[ο]ν φροντιζων τι ἐστηκε: τελεὺ 

τίωνἾτες dle τιν]ες των ἴωνων εν 

πειδὴ ἰεσπερα nv δεήπνησαντες, 

κίαι γ]αρ θεροῖς τοτῆε ye [nv χ]αμευνιαν 

1020 εξ[εϊνεγκαμεῖνοι] apa μὲν ev τω ψύχει 

κ[αθη]υδὸν αἷμα ὃ εἸἰφυλαττον avrov) 

[εἰ Kat τὴν νυκτα] εστὴξοι o de εἰστη 

κει ἰμεχρι ews εγενἼετο Kat ηλιοῖς] ave) 

σχέν εἰπειτα ὠχετῖο ἀπιὼν Tpocevéa 

1025 μίεν)ος [Tm ἡλίω εἰ] dle] βουλεσθε και ev) 

“ταῖς μαΐχαις τουτῖο yap δὴ δικαιον γε 

avtw [amodouv]a: ore ylalp ἡ payn ἢ 

εξ ns εμοι [kat tla αρ[στίει]α εδοσαν οἱ 

στρατηΐγοι ovdjes [αλλος ene eowoer 

1030 αἰνθ]ρωπὼν [ἡ ovros] τετρωμενονν) 

ἰουκ εθ]ελων αἰπολιπειῖν adda συνδιε 

σίωσε καὶ] τὰ οπλα [kat αὐἾτον ἐμε και εγω 

μεν) ὦ Σώκρατες και Tolre εκελευονν 

colt δΊῆιδοναι τα αρισίτεια] τους otpatn) 

Τ2 

a(S 
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1035 γίους] Kat Touro ye plot] ouTe ἘΠ] OvTE €) 

ples] ore ψευδίομαι] αἰλλ]α yap τῶν o7pa) 

[τηγων] mplos to enol αξίἤωμα amore 

ἱποντων] κίαι βουλ]ομενων enor διδὸν 

[vat Ta αριστεια] αὐτοῖς] προθυμοτερος 

1040 ἰεγενου των στρα]τηγὼν ene λαβειν) 

l η σαυτον ετι τοίνυν ὦ ajvdlplels αἱ ξ]ιο 

Col. xxviii. 

[nv Ocacjacbat Σωκρατην ote amo And.ov 

[φυγη alvexwper το στρατοπεδον' ετυχῦ 

“γἷαρ παρ]αγενομενος ἵππον εχίων] οὐτος 

1045 δῖε oda]: ἀνεχώρει ουν εσκ[εδασμε]νίω]ν 

[On] τῶν ανθρωπὼν ovtos τε apa Klar 

[Alaxns kat eyo περιτυγχανωΐ' κΊ]αι ἴδω 

evOus παρακελεύομαι Te αὐτοιν Bap 
€ 

ply Kat ελεγον οτι οὐκ ἀπολείψω avTw 

1050 εἰντίαυθα On Kat καλλειον εθεασαμὴ 

[ΣἸωκρατὴ ἡ [ev] Ποτίει)δαια' avros yap) 

ntrov εν φίοβἸω ἡ δία το ep ἱπποὺυ εἰναι 

πρωϊτοὴν μεν οἷσον)] περιην Λαχητος τω 

evppl@ly εἰναι emerta εμίοι]γε εδοκει ὦ A 

1055 ριστοῴανες το alo δὴ τοῦτο καὶ εκειδ 

διαπορευείσθ]αι ὠὡσπερ και evOade βρεν 
9 

θυομενος τε Kat [τω οφαλμω ἱπα]ραβαλ 

λων ἡρεμα παρίαἸσκοπωὼν και] Tous φι 

λους καὶ τοὺς πολεμιοὺυς δηΐλ]ος wv) 

1060 παντι και πανυ πορρωβθ]εὴν οτι εἰ τις 

αψαιτο τίουτου τοῖν ανδρος pada) 

ἐρρωμενΐως αἸμυνειται' διο και ασῴφα 

Als αἸπηει και avTos καὶ ὁ ETEPOS XE) 

δον yap τι τῶν [οἸυτως διακειμενῶ 

1065 εν τω πολεμὼ οὐδὲ απτονται αἶλλΊ]α 

22tA 

221 B 
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[Tous mpotpomadny φευγονταῖς δι spat (Ὁ 

wkovolv’ πολλὰ μεν ovy aly] τις καίι 

τ αλίλ]α εχοι Σωκρατην επαινεσαι Kat) 

θαυμασια αἷλλα των αλλων [εἸπιτηδευ 

1070 ματῶν Tax av τίι5] καί ι] περι αἰλίλου Tor) 

αὑτὰ εἰποι' τὸ δὲ δὴ pnder{e αἸνθρων 

~ opotov εἰν αὖ μητε των] παλ[αιων μὴ 

τε τῶν [vuy οντων ἴτουτο agijov παν 

τος θαυμ[ατοὴς ows yap [Αχιλλευς εγενε 

1075 τὸ απεικίασει]εν av tis Kat] Βρασιδα[νἹ 

και αἀλλοὺς klar οἹιος αἷν ΠερικλΊης και Ne) 

στορα kat ΑντηνἼο]ρα" εἰσι δε ἰκΊαι ετε[ρ]οι και τους 
α 

ἀλλους κτὰ ταῦτα av [Ls] καὶ τοὺς αλλουΐς αἢ) 221 Ὁ 

πεικαζοι οἷος δῖε οἱυτοσὶ γεγονεν τίη]ν 

1080 ατοπίαν ἀνθρωπος και avTos καὶ οἱ Alo] 

γοι αὐτου ovd εγγυς av evpo τις ζητων 

OUTE των VUY οὔτε τῶν παλαιων' εἰ 

μη apa ols eyw [λεγ͵ω απεικαζοι τις αὖ 

τον ανθρωπίων μεν] μηδενὶ τοις (dle) 

1085 σειληνίοιςἾ καί. σατυρ]οι[ς] αὐτὸν καἰ) 

Tous Aoyolus Kat yap ovy κἾαι τουτίο ely) 

τοις ἱπρωτοις παρελιπον οἦτι και] οἱ Ao 

Col. xxix. 

yot αὐτου opoltloraror εἰσι Tolls σε]ιληνοις 

τοις διοιγομίενοις] εἰ yap εθελίοι τιὶς τῶ 221 E 

1090 2[@x]parous ακουϊειν λογὼν Plaverely [aly 

πία]νυ yeAotolt] τί] πίρ]ωτον τοιαυτὰ Kale 

ονοματα καὶ ρήματα εξωθεν περι) 
τ 

apl] p]lexovrac σατυρου τινα ὕβριστου 

Solpalv ονους yap κανθηλινοὺς λεγει 

1095 καὶ ἰχ͵αλκεας τινας Kal σκυτοτομοὺυς 

και βυρσοδίεψ)ας και ae δια των αὐτῶ 
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TauTa φαινεται λέγειν woTE ἀπειρος 
5 

Kat avontos ἀνθρωπου}}] mas αν τῶν) 

λογίω]ν καταγείλ]ασειεν διοιγομενους 

T100 δὲ ἴδων αν τις καὶ ενῖτοὶς αὐτῶν γιγνο 

μενος πρωτον μεν νἱουν] ἐχοντὰς ev) 

δον povous εὑρήσει των λογων επει 

Ta θειοτατους Kat πλειστὰ [αἸγαλμα 

τα ἀρετὴης EV avTOLS EXOVTAS και €) 

1105 ml πλειστον τίινοντας μαλλον ὃ επι 

παν οσον προσήηκίει σκοπειν τω per 

λοντι καλω καγαθω εσεσθαι: TavTa 

TavTa ἐστιν w avdpes a eyo Σωκρα 

Τὴ εἐπαινω και av a μεμφομαι ou 7 Ie 

1110 μειξας et εἰπὸν a pe ὕβρισεν) 

“καὶ μέντοι οὐκ ELE μονον ταυτία]) 

πεπίο]ηκεν adda, και Χαρμιδην τίο 

Τλαυκίω]νος και Ἐυθ]υ)δημον τον [4] 

 okA€ous καὶ αλλοὺυς πολλους" ous οὐ 

1115 Τίο]ς εξαπατων ὡς εραστης παιδικα 

μαλλον αὑτὸς καθισταται avT €pa) 

στου" a δὴ και σοι eyo Ayabwy μὴ €) 

ξαπατασθαι ὕπο τίουτοὴν αλλ [πο τῶ 

ἡμετερων παθηΐϊματωὴν yvovTa) 

1120 εὐλαβηθηναι Kat pln Kalra THY πα) 

ροιμιαν ὠσπερ νηϊπιοὴν παθονταὺ 

4, [γ]νωναι: εἰπόντος én TavTa Tov 

p ᾿ AAKiBiadov γελωτα γενεσθαι [elm 

τὴ παρήσια avrou οτι ἘΣ ἢ ε 

1125 ρώτικως ἐεχειν τοῦ Σ᾽ ωκρατους) 

tov οὐν Σωκρατη:] νηφειν μοι 
α αι 

δοκεις [εἼ]ῴν ὦ AdxiBiady [ο]ν yap 

222 A 

222 Β 

222 C 
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av ποτε oUTw κομψως KUKAw) 

meptBardoperlols apavicat [ve 

ἰχεϊιρεις ουνεκα ταῦτα παΐνἾτα 

[etp|nkas: κία]ι ὡς [εἰν ἱπαρ]εργω dnl] re]]) 

ἱλεγίων eme τελ[ε]υτίης αυτο εθηκας) 

Col. xxx. 

ὡς οὐ TavTa TOUTOU ενεκα εἰρηκως) 

του e“e και [ΑἸγαθωνα διαβαλλειν οἱ 

[opjevos dew ἐμε plev clov εραν καὶ pn) 

ἰδίενος addov [Alyabava δὲ ὕπο σου ερασθαι 

και μηδ vd [εἶνος ἀλλου αλλ οὐκ ελαθες) 

ἄλλα TO σατυρικον σου δραμα Touro 

κίαι] σειληνικον καταδηλον eyeve 

το' αλλ w φιλε Ayabov μηδὲν πλεον 

114 

αὐτὼ γενηται αλλα παρασκευαζου 

omm@s εμε και σε μῆηδεις διαβαλει τον 

[οἹυν 4γαθωνα εἰπειν και μὴν ὦ So) 

κρατες κινδυνευεις αληθη λεγίε]ιν 

τεκμαιρομαι δὲ και ὡς κατεκλινη 

εν peowm εμου τε Kal σου ἵνα xwpis) 

ἡμας διαλαβη" οὐδὲν ovy πλεονν 
α σε ω 

auT@ eoTat αλλ ἐγὼ παρ ελθ} εν κατα 

κλινησομαῖ]: πανυ γε φαναι τον 

150 Σωκρατὴ δευρο ὕποκατω εμου Ka) 

τακλεινου: ὦ Zev eure τον Αλκι 

Biadnv oa av πασχω ὕπο του ἀνθρω 

που οἰεται μου δειν πανταχὴ περι 
αλλο ε 

ἵεναι: αλλ εἰ μὴ τι ὦ θαυμασι ev {{με]]} 

1055 μείσω nluav ea Ayabwva κατακειν 

ἰσθαι] αλλ αδυνατον φαναι Tov) 

Σωκρατὴ ov plely yap ee emnvecas 
L 

det de eve av τον em δεξι emavet 

το 1. 

279 
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εαν ovv ὕπο σοι κατακλιθὴ Ayabo 
ι ι 

ov δηπου εἐμε παλιν εἐπανεσετὰ πρὶ 

Um ἐμου μαλίλ]ον επαινεθηναιν 

αλλ εασον ὦ δίαϊμονιε και μη φθονη 
t 

ons τω μειραϊκ]ιω ὕπ᾽ εμου επανεθη 

ναι Kal yap πανυ επιθυμω αὐυτονν 

εγκωμιασαι tov tov φαναι tov Aya) 

θωνα AdkiBiadn οὐκ εσθ οπως av) 
ε 

evade μειναιμι αλλα παντοσΐ ᾳ]} μαλ 

λον μεταναστηΐσομαι ἵνα ὕπο Jo 

κρατοὺς επαινεθω: TavTa εκειναν 

φαναι tov Αλκιβιαδηὴν τα ειωθοτα 

Σωκρατους πᾶάροντος των Kadwv) 

μεταλα[βΊε[ιν] αδυνατον αλλίω)] καὶ vv 

ὡς evmop® k\at| πιθανον λ[ο]γίον η]υρί εν] 

woTe Tap αὐυϊτίω τουτονι κα[τακεῖισθαι 

1175 

118ο 

1185 

Tov μεν ουἷν] Ayabova ὡς κατίαϊκει 

{coluevoy πίαρ]α τω Yoxparie| aviijora) 

ἰσθ]αι εξαιφνης δὲ κωμαστας nkew 

Col. xxxi. 

TapmoAAous emt Tas θυρας και emt 

τυχοντας αν] αἸωγμεναις εξιον) 
σ 

τος τινος εἰσὼ avTiKpus πορευεθαι 

παΐρα σφας και κατακλεινεσθαι και 

θορυβου μεστα παντα εἰναι Kat ov 

κετι εν κοσμω οὐὑδενι αναγκαζε 

σθαι πεινειν παμπολὺυν οινον τὸν 

μεν ovv Ἐρυξιμαχον και τον Pat) 

δρον kat τοὺς αλλοὺυς τινας edn 0) 

Αριστοδημος οἰχεσθαι αἀπιοντας €) 

αὑτὸν δὲ ὕπνον λαβειν και KaTa) 

223 A 

223 B 

Plate VI. 

223 C 
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7 υ 

δαρθειν αν ε]] πολίν alre [μ]ακρων τῷ 

νυκτὼν ovowy εξεγρεσθαι δὲ προς 

ἡμεραν dn αλεκτρυϊοίνων αἰδον 

των e€eypopevols| dle] tev τοὺς) 
€ 

μὲν addAous Kabv[dlovras καὶ oxo) 

μένους Ayabwva δε και Σωκρατη 

1105 kat Αριστοφανὴ ETL μονοὺυς εὙρΉγοΟ 

ρεναι Kal πίνειν ey peyadns ida) 

Ans emt δεξια Tov ovy Σωκρατη 

1200 

1205 

1210 

avtois διαλεγεσθαι Kat Ta μεν ad 

Aa o Αριστοδημος οὐκ εφη μεμνὴ 

σθαι τῶν λογων οὐτε yap ε apxns) 

παραγενεσθαι ὕπονυσταζειν TE 
τοι 

το μεν κεφαλαιον edn προσαναγ 

καζειν τον Σωκρατὴ ομολογειν 

αὑτοὺς του αὐτου ανδρος εἰναι 

κωμωδιαν Kat τραγωδιαν επιστα 

σθαι ποιειν καὶ τον τεχνὴ τραγῶ) 

δοποιον ovTa κωμωδοποιον εἰναι 

ταυτα δὴ αναγκαζομενοὺς αὑτου5] 

και ov σῴφοδρα επομενοὺυς νυσταζει 
δ 

και προτερον μεν κατα θἤαρθειν τὸ 
Ἣν 

“Δριστοφανΐ ους}] dn δὲ ἡμερας γι) 

γνομενης τον Ayabova τον ουν 

1215 

-ϑοῦε- 

Σωκρατὴη κατακοιμισαντα εκειν 
ανασταντα 

νους ἀπιεναι και ὠσπερ εἰώθει ere 

σθαι και ελθοντα εἰς Δυκιον ἀποὺ 

νἡψαμενον womep addoTe THY) 

adAnv ἡμεραν δίατριβειν Ka) 

k[ale ουτω διατ[ρ]ει[ ψῆαντα εἰς eome 

ραν otkot αἰναπαυεσθ]αι: 

223 D 

281 
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Col. xxxii. 

1220 II\atwvos 

᾿ Συμποσιον: 

(α) 

Sof 
jo 
\rol 

Unidentified Fragments. 

(2) 

]- pol 

yl 

(c) 

Plate VI. 
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48. mapnv: 1. παρη. 
54. epwra has been corrected (by the first hand?) from eparos. 
59. αλλο τι: sOBTW, Burn(et); the corrector’s reading ἀλλο τι ἡ is found in Ven. 184, 

Vind. 21. The letter at the end of the line has been so effectually deleted that its identity 
is doubtful ; the repetition of the article would be a natural blunder. 

62. -rov was omitted owing to ὁμοιοτέλευτον. 
66. The final s of λεγεις has entirely disappeared, although the surface of the papyrus 

does not show signs of damage. 
69. ὦ Σωκρατες kwdvveva: κινδ, ὦ Σώκ. MSS. 
Ἴ1. εἰπας : so Vat. 227; εἶπες other MSS. 
19. pide: φιλούμενε MSS. 
84. The original scribe blundered over the name Avorimas, writing a v (or perhaps 7) 

for » and separating the finals. W has μαντικῆς for Μαντινικης and similarly μαντική at 1. 671. 
85. ἡ of nv is altered from εἰ, i. 6. εἰναι was first written; the correction may be by the 

first hand. 
88. ἐποιήσατο; εποιησε MSS., which agree with the corrector’s τῆς. 
89. The addition of the rough breathing on ον is due to the second hand. 
90. λογον εκεινὴ ἐλεγεν : ἐκ. EA. Ady. MSS. 
92. ἐπ: so Burn. who attributes this reading to W, but wrongly, W having ἀπ᾽ like 

BT. ἐπ᾽ is found as a correction in the Cod. Coisl. and Paris. 1642. 
93. Se dy: so TW; δείλη B. 
94. διηϊγησ]ω : so MSS.; δὴ ἡγήσω Burn. with Schanz. 
96. omotos: mows MSS. The second « in επειτα was inserted after the « had been 

written. 
98-9. The word ξενη was originally wrongly divided. The scribe also began to write 

some other letter in place of the first a of avaxpevouca, 
99. de: yap MSS. There is an apparently accidental diagonal mark below the line 

after dine. 

105. εφην Nevers: λέγεις ἔφην MSS. 
107. εφην was originally written for e¢y ἡ: the correction is probably by the second 

hand, which at the same time accented οίει. 
112. τὸ ορθα δοξαζειν : so T, Burn. τὰ ὀρθά W, τὸ ὀρθοδοξάζειν B, &c. 
avev: καὶ ἄνευ MSS. Schanz omits καί with Stallbaum. 
117. tovovro: τοιοῦτον MSS. 
125. The double dots and paragraphus marking a change of speaker are misplaced ; 

they should have come at the next line. 
126. tovrow eddy: ἔφη τούτ. MSS. 
131. The first ο of opodoyoro has been corrected from ὦ, perhaps by the second hand. 
135. The papyrus omits εφην, which the MSS. read before λέγεις. 
141. ta kaka: SO B; om. τα Burn. with TW, Stobaeus. W inserts ἀγαθοὺς καί after τους. 
142-3. The dittography is marked bya line drawn above the superfluous letters. 

Cf. ll. 195, 333, 695-6, 712, &c. 
147. πὼς av: so B, Stobaeus; πῶς δ᾽ ἄν TW, Burn. 
ye tov; so Burn. with TW, Stobaeus ; γ᾽ ov B. 
148. a Of ἀμοιρος seems to have been converted from an o. 
153. «pn: so TW; ἔφην B, Stobaeus, Burn. 
156. re: so BT, Burn.; om. W, Stobaeus. 
158. διαπροθμευον : the common Egyptian spelling at this period. 
163. ο of ov corrected from o. 
167. τας [r]eAe|ras: so B, Stobaeus; om. ras TW, Burn. 



284 THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

168. [plar[rjecay: so MSS. ; μαγείαν Badham, Burn. 

173. 1. ἐγρηγοροσι ; the interchange of \and piscommon. The deletion of the superfluous 
σ was probably by the second hand. 

175. Stobaeus omits or, 
176-7. περι χειρουργιας : SO Stobaeus ; 5 OM. περι BTW, Burn. 

twas: the reading is not certain. a has been corrected (by the second hand?) 
apparently from o, and above the spot where β of βαναυσους would be is the top of a 
rounded letter, which is probably 8 orc. Perhaps twos was first written, and the correction 
of o obscured the s which was rewritten above the line ; but the remains suit a B rather better. 

βαναυσους is a mistake for Bavavoos. 

178, πολλοι te: SO Stobaeus; om. τε BTW, Burn. 
179. There is a dot between ν and e, and the two letters are rather farther apart than 

usual ; but no pause here is possible. Stobaeus omits ἐστι, 
180, και μητρος τινος ἐστιν : SO originally (ἐστί) T ; in BW τίνος ἐστί precedes καὶ μ, 
183. ἵστιωντο : so Wht (εἷστ.) ; ἡστιῶντο Burn, with T, jor. B. 
189. εξείλθων : εἰσελθών MSS. 
1900. evdev: so some MSS.; ηὗδεν Burn. with BTW. 
194. και: so BT, Burn.; om. W. 
105. kadys .. . Ποίρου came in here from ]. 200, the error being caused by the repetition 

of Adpoderns. 
202. mevns: SO TW; πενίης B. 

203. The second a in amados has been corrected from o. 
207. ave: but ae in ll. 203 and 209. 
208. υπαιθριος : so Burn. with BW, Origen ; τοις Τὶ 
211. [καλοις] καὶ ἀγαθοις : τοῖς x. καὶ τοῖς ay. MSS. 
213. ἀμοιβας was apparently originally written, vas having been converted from μοι; 

μηχανάς MSS. 

215. ποριμὸς is a correction from qporpos, perhaps due to the original hand. πορισμός 
(B) and φορτισμός are also found. 

216. φαρμακευς : |. καὶ db. with MSS, 
218-9. τῆς nuepas: τῆς αὐτῆς nu. MSS.; the omission is to be accounted for by the 

ὁμοιοτέλευτον. 

219. και: so B; τε καί TW, Origen, Burn. 
220. The corrector took the first wadvw with αἀποθνησκει, but there is little to be said for 

his reading, which has no other support. 
ἀναβιοσκεται : 1. avaBiwox. The deletion of «is probably due to the corrector. ‘There 

is a small dot between a and δ, but it may well be accidental. 
224. av kat: τε αὖ καί T, Burn., δ᾽ ad καί Origen, τε καί B. 
229. copos: 1. σοφοι. ε Was apparently written originally in place of the first o. 
230. xadenn: χαλεπόν MSS. 
232. ΤῸΝ so T (αὐτ.), Wh (atr.) ; αὐτό Β. 
237. δη: so TW, Burn.; ὅτι Β. 
239. av Rane ἄν BTW, omitting εἴη. αὖ Burn., who wrongly attributes this reading 

to W; it is found in Ven. 184, Vind. 21. The papyrus is probably right. 
243. μετοξυ is a common spelling. 
248. wns: 1. ὠηθης. 
251. edeyes: λέγεις MSS. 
εἰναι €pwra Ξ ἔρωτα εἶναι MSS. 

252. owpar: so some late MSS.; οἶμαι Burn. The o of ro is corrected from ὦ, 
254. αβρον is a correction by the second hand from ayaéov. 
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255. τέλειον : τέλεον MSS. 
262. The addition οἵ και ουτω brings the papyrus into accord with the MSS. 
265. τε: so B, Burn.; om. TW. The letters -s So are corrected. 
266. «pa: so BIW and other MSS. (ἐρᾷ), ἐρῷ Ὁ; ἐρῶ is necessary. Cf. 1. 276. 
267. The accent on τι is dubious. There are two short dashes visible above the line, 

meeting like av. 
268. The termination of avr and ad in αλλ have been altered, but it is doubtful what 

was first written. Perhaps αὐτῶι add should be read. 
ert ποθει : SO TW, Burn. ; ἐπιποθεῖ B. 

269. τοιανδει seems to be for roavdi, though this form is not Platonic. τοιάνδε MSS. 
The τ has been corrected from a δ. It is unlikely that οιαν Se was intended. 

270. ἃ of cada corrected from x. 
272. x Of mpoxetpas corr. 
213. θ of αποκρεινασθαι seems to have been altered, and the final« was perhaps not 

originally written. 
276. ep: so BTW as in |. 266; om. Ven. 184 and Schanz; ἐρῶ Burn. with the 

Aldine edition. 
281-2. The second hand has made good the omission of the repeated evSamoves, ὃ in 

1. 281 is over >. 
282. εἰ ep blotted. 

286. dje: soB; δή TW, Burn. 
297. apa: so T, Burn.; om, BW. The supposed base of an ε above ἐδος may be the 

left-hand dot of a diaeresis on «. 
302. τῶ: τι BTW, τοι Vind. 21, Burn. ro may be right, but the marginal ὦ is 

unintelligible. 
308. ov is mistakenly omitted by W. 
309. exovow: so TW; ἕξουσιν B, Burn. 
311. μοριοῖν : so BT, Burn. ; μόνον W with μόριον as a variant. 
314. ταῦτα: |. rovro with MSS. 
316. εφηΐν; Aeyes: λέγεις ἔφην MSS. 

323. χρηματισμω was first written: the correction is likely to be by the second hand. 
327. exxov: ἴσχουσιν (BTW) or ἔχουσιν MSS. 

328. εἴη the termination of κινδυνευεις has no doubt been converted froma σ, κινδυνευουσι 
having been originally written. 

333- «wat, which was repeated by mistake, is cancelled by the line drawn over it; cf. 
]. 142, note. 

341. avOplorla: so BT; of ἄν(θρωπ)οι W ; ἅνθρωποι Bekker, Burn. 
342. The recurrence of τοῦ ἀγαθου led to the omission of ἡ σοι Soxovor . . . ayabou, 

which has been supplied by the second hand in the upper margin. τοὺ ayaov there is 
in agreement with BW ; τἀγαθοῦ T. 

344. προσθεταιον was written originally both here and in 1. 346. 
345. ow: so BT, Burn.; om. W. 
348. avra: so TW; αὐτό B. 
349. δε: so Paris. 1642; δή BTW, Burn. 
τουτο: SO MSS.; τούτου Bast, Burn. 
350. των: so Tb, Burn. ; τόν B, τόν with v./. τῶν W. 
351. o of avro has been corrected from . αὐτόν T, 
352. συντασις : so B, Burn.; σύστασις TW. 

357. The two dots marking the end of the speech are misplaced as at 1. 125. The 
a Of μαθησομενος has been corrected. 
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361. δη: ἤδη MSS., as regularly; 7 δ᾽ 7 Bekker, Burn. 
363. καὶ: so TW, Burn. ; om. B. 
364. την: so BW, Burn.; om. T. 
368. kato: so Badham; τῷ καλῷ MSS. Burn. brackets ἡ yap . . . τόκος ἐστιν 

with Ast. 
370. τοῦτο is crossed through, probably by the corrector. 
372. eveorw: so B, Burn.; ἐστιν TW. 9 in aavaroy is corrected from ν. 
373. ta: so B, Burn.; ταῦτα TW. The second r of γεννησις is blotted. 
376. θεω: 80 B; θείῳ T (v./. θεῷ) W. 
382. ξι[νσπειραται : συσπειρᾶται T and (with v./. -era) W, Burn.; συνσπείρεται B, 
383. ανιλίλεται : there is not room for αν᾿ειλίλεται (BW, Burn.); ἀνείλλειται T. 
386. πτοιησις : so TW, Burn. ; ποίησις Β. 
388. απολυίειν: so TW, Burn.; ἀπολαύειν Β, 
391. The marginal note is obscure. It seems to begin ἀν(τὶ τοῦ) οὕ(τως) efe and 

possibly refers to ev, though that word hardly required explanation. ‘The letter after pw 
may be y and the following doubtful s may be ε or perhaps o, For ἀνί(τὶ rod) cf. e.g. 
841. 11. 79. 

3093. γενέσεως : γεννήσεως MSS. ἀει γενεσις : 1, aevyeves with MSS, 
402. τ of τι corr. 
404. αἰσθανει : αἰσθάνῃ Burn. ; cf. 1. 422 δίανοει,]. 692 evOv|per. 
406. επιθυμηση has been corrected from -μωσι, probably by the second hand. 
412. τουτων ka: so BT, Burn.; om. και W. 
415. avr: αὐτά MSS. The final a of παρατεινομενα has been corrected from ὦ. 
421. edeyov: αὖ ἔλεγον Ὁ, Burn. ; ἀνελεγον B, ἂν ἔλεγον TW. 
425. Διοτίμα is perhaps intended, but Acar. was first written. 
431. α Of wpodoynoapey is corrected from o. 
432. There is a high dot between @ and a of θαυμαζε, but it is presumably accidental. 
435. te: the papyrus is rubbed, but the vestiges suggest re (so T, Burn.) rather than 

to(W). B has τὸ εἶναι ἀθάνατος, omitting καί. 
436. τη yeveoe is bracketed by Burn., following Vermehren. a of ae corr. 
438. The letters ev after καὶ have dots over them, which may mean that ev was to 

be cancelled ; but ἐν cannot be spared, and they are possibly unintentional. 
443. ταῦτα = τἀυτά ; τὰ αὐτά MSS., Burn. ; similarly inl. 451. 
449. τρόποι: τόποι B. 
452. The second y of yyverac seems to have been altered from ν, and dv in απολλυται 

also shows signs of correction. 
453. eve: so B, Burn.; ἐστιν TW. 
462. μνημὴ : so Paris. 1462, Vat. 229, Sauppe; μνήμην BTW, &c., bracketed by Burn. 

with Baiter. Either μελέτῃ .. . μνήμη OF μελέτη... μνήμῃ Would give a sense. 
465. The lectional marks added to ov τω warn the reader against the reading οὕτω 

which is actually found in B. 
466. avrov: so B (Bekker) and some other MSS. ; 1. αὐτο. 
469. ενκαταλιπειν, the reading of the first hand, occurs in some inferior MSS.; ἐγκατα- 

λείπειν BTW, Burn. 
471. μετεχει : the papyrus is the only authority for this reading, which was restored by 

Stephanus ; μετέχειν MSS. 
472. αθανατον : so MSS. ; ἀδύνατον Burn. with Creuzer. 
481. [εΦ]7: so BT, Burn.; om. W. The size of the lacuna indicates that the papyrus 

read ere: simply (B), not ee: ye (TW, Burn.). 

487. εἰς: so TW; es B, Burn. 



490. 
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mavras: 50 BT, Burn.; πάντες W.  'T. omits paddor. 

495-6. W omits av. . . προαποθανειν Owing to the ὁμοιοτέλευτον. 

498. 
807. 

1. βασιλειας. 

κατα τα: SO Paris. 1812, &c.; om. τα BTW, Burn. 
517. κυησεται was first written, a and e interchanging as commonly. Cf. |. 747, ἄς. 

om. te MSS. 
τεκεῖν Confirms a conjecture of Hug (τίκτειν Jahn); κυεῖν MSS., Burn. 
523. 
520. 

527: 
θειος 

529. 
MSS. 

530. 

539- 

544- 

tas: sO MSS.; ra Burn, following Sommer, 
av: so B; δ᾽ ad TW, Burn. 
εἐκκυμων : |, eykupov. 

: so MSS. ἥθεος Burn. with Parmentier. 
ἐπιθυμὴ agrees with a conjecture of Stephanus, punctuating after ὧν, ἐπιθυμεῖ 

bn: so BT, Burn.; δέ W. B has περὶ ὧν for περιιών. 
περι: So MSS. Burn. brackets with Stephanus. 
παρων kat ἀπὼν is the order of BW, Burn. ἀπ. καὶ π. T. The deletion of ovr is 

probably by the second hand. 
551. The accent distinguishes mas ἄν from πᾶσαν, and the mark of short quantity 

shows that ἄν is not equivalent to ἐάν. ε in the termination of κεκοινωνήκοτες is a correction 

554- 
560. 

563. 

592. 

εἰς Hovodov: om. εἰς MSS. 

κατελιπετο: SO Ὁ, Burn.; κατέλιπεν... τό B, κατελείπετο TW. 
The papyrus probably had nw, as B; ὑμῖν TW, Burn. 

. 0 Zokov: om. o MSS. 

. Ἑλλησι: ἐν Ἕλλ. MSS. 
. adda: |, καλα with MSS. 
. καὶ: om. MSS. 

. The v of ἀνθρωπινους has been corrected from some other letter, perhaps ε. 
. epnv: 1]. ἐφη. 
. καὶ ov; om. MSS.; the addition adds emphasis and may be right. 
. eav: ἄν MSS., Burn. The double dots after ns follow from the mistaken reading 

. 576. 
. avtrov: so TW; αὐτῶν B, Burn. 
. ka iN καλους is corrected, perhaps from πολ. 
. to emt: So rightly BT ; τῷ ἐπί W. 
. to: so TW rightly; τό B. T omits em. 
. τουτο: so BW, Burn.; τούτῳ T. 
There are small oblique dashes, which are presumably accidental, over the o of 

χάλασαι and after eay in |. 597. 
597-8. και eav: 50 BT, καὶ ἄν W; κἄν Hermann, Burn. 
600. 

601. 
609. 
611. 

614. 
618. 

και: so MSS.; Burn. brackets with Badham. 
W. has εἴ τινες. 
εἰδὴ is probably meant for ἴδῃ (TW ; ἵν᾿ ἄιδηι B). 
to map: SO MSS.; τῷ παρ᾽ Burn. with Schleiermacher. 
evos 1S a correction from twos, perhaps by the first hand. 
τικτει iS the reading of the great majority of the MSS., but the papyrus may of 

course have had the right reading τικτη. 
619. ρωσθεις : ρωθεις W. 
631. The final ν of γιγνομενον is corrected from o, and the same alteration was perhaps 

made in the case of avéavoyevoy in the line below. 
635. τοδε: |, τοτε. The omission of ουδὲ was probably caused by the preceding ov. 
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637-8. ws... αἰσχρον is bracketed by Burn. with Voegelin. 
639. avr»: so BT, Burn.; αὐτό W, 
640-1. οὐδε ev: 1. ovdev ὧν with MSS. or ovde ev ὧν, 
645. per: so apparently the papyrus ; 1. μεθ. 
647. τροπον τινα : so B, Burn.; twa rp. TW. 
649. εκεινο: so B, Burn.; ἐκείνῳ TW. 
pyre: so Vind. 31, Paris, 1642, and others; pyre τι BTW, Burn. 
651. It is most unlikely, on account of the space, that the papyrus had δὲ 5) as TW ; 

δή simply B, Burn. 
652. There is an oblique mark like an accent above the o of amo, but it may be 

unintentional; cf. note on I. 592. 
66°. emavaBacpos: so T and other MSS. ἐπαναβαθμοῖς W, Burn., ἐπ᾿ ἀναβαθμοῖς B. 
665. ka: so MSS. ; ὡς Burn. with Schanz. 
669. avrw: the o is almost certain ; 1. αὐτο. 
670. There is a dot above the ν of ἐστιν, which may mean that the letter was to be 

cancelled ; but the practice of the writer as to the use of v εφελκυστικον is quite inconsistent. 
674. wns: so W, Burn.; εἰδῇς BT. 
χρυσον : χρυσίον MSS. 
675. There is an (apparently accidental) curved mark above the π᾿ οἵ παιδαΐς. 
679. ι of avros added later. 
681. povov θεασασθαι: 6, μόνον Β ; θεᾶσθαι μόνον TW, Burn. 
684. 6 οἵ καθαρον has been altered from ἃ τ. |. ἀναπλεων. 
689. εφη: so BW, Burn.; om. T. The ἃ of φαυλον is rewritten; a high dot before 

the ᾧ is probably meaningless. 
695-6. The dittography was caused by the recurrence of εφαπτομενω. 
699. θεοφιλει: sot, Burn. ; θεοφιλῆ BTW. 

701, Φαΐδρε: ὦ Φαῖδρε MSS. 
708. The final a of avdpa is corrected from ε. 
712. Tov epwta was written in careless anticipation of the sense. 
718. The coronis, which is similar to those in the Pindar papyrus (841), marks the 

close of the section. Others occur at ]. 1122 and at the end of the dialogue. 
721. επιχειρ[εἾιν Neyew τι : λέγ. τι ἐπ. MSS. 
724. αὔλειον : sot, Burn.; αὔλιον BT (Ὁ 7). The testimony of the papyrus on such 

a point is, however, of little value. 
κρουομενην : SO BW, Burn.; κροτουμένην T. 
428. 1. σκεψεσθε. The scribe perhaps took the words for οὐκ (οὐχ) ἕψεσθε. 
av: ἐάν MSS. 
730. mavopeba: ἀναπαυόμεθα MSS. 
741-3. The scribe blundered badly here. The fact that he wrote » (the termination 

of τινι) στεφανωμενον in |. 741 is an indication that he also wrote στεφανωμενον in ll. 742-3, 
though the corrector may have deleted the superfluous μενον. The line drawn above the 
letters should have extended to τε either in 1. 741 or 742. ᾿ 

747. [δεῆξεσθε (B, Burn.) is corrected from [δεΐξεσθαι. δέξασθε TW. 
748. onlelp: so TW; ᾧπερ B, Burn. 
749. ἤλθομεν : so TW, Burn.; ἤχθομεν Β. 
exes: χθές MSS. 
754-5. av εἰπω ovrwor: so BT; W adds κεφαλήν, The words are bracketed by 

Burn. with F. A. Wolf. 
755. W has καταγελάσασθαι. 
763. A low dot between -vov and ὑπὸ is probably meaningless. 
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70. ὡς ἐκεῖνον καθίζειν BTW, &c., which is unsatisfactory, and is bracketed by Burn, 
with Badham. The papyrus has quite clearly κατιδεῖ, which may be a mistake for xabcCew, 
caused by κατιδειν in 1. 766. But it may also be interpreted as κατ(ε)ῖδεῖν, which would give 
a good sense : Socrates made room as soon as he saw Alcibiades. 

776. οδε τρίτος : so W, Burn.; ᾧδε rp. B, zp. ὅδε T. 
778. opav: B has épa. 
4779-80, τουτι τι nv: so TW, Burn. ; τοῦτ᾽ εἰπεῖν B and as a variant W. 
783. ο of κατεκεισο is corrected from τ The dittography has been eliminated in the 

usual way. 
786. ws: we print the reading of the MSS.; καί Hermann, πῶς Hug. 
789. The first letter of the line was almost certainly τ, i.e. the papyrus had re εμηχανησω: 

διεμηχανήσω MSS. ‘There is an oblique stroke, no doubt accidental, immediately below 
the p. 

797. It is unlikely that anything stood in the papyrus after οὐτοσι. duroct... T, 
οὕτοσί πως Coisl. 

798. θαυϊμαστία : so B, Burn.; θαυμάσια TW. ‘The τ though rubbed is practically 
certain. 

810. [αναδησω] και : so TW, Burn.; ἀναδησώμεθα Β. 
815. διϊαλεξεσθαι : διαλεξαι was first written, 
817. δη: δ᾽ od MSS. (οὖν Angel. Ὁ. 1. 9). 
820. 1. συνγυμναζεσθαι; the 6 does not seem to have been added above the line, but the 

papyrus is rubbed. 
828. averaoy was originally written ; the alteration may be by the first hand. 
829. The reading of the first hand, whatever it was, does not appear to have made 

sense. There was probably some alteration also at the beginning of 1. 830. The accent 
on e was added by the corrector. 

839. εδεδει]πνίη]κει : 580 MSS.; ἐδεδειπνήκεμεν Burn., δεδειπνήκαμεν Bekk., Anecd. i. 346. 23. 
διελεγομην : so MSS.; died. ἀεί Burn. with Bekker, Avecd. 7. c. 

840. επειδη ye: om. ye MSS. 
841. oa is for oe; cf. 1. 828, note, &c. 
842. pevery: povoy was originally written. 
846. The papyrus probably agreed with B and T marg. in reading 68», the omission of 

which would make the line unnaturally short; om. TW. 
847. The supplement in the middle of the line is somewhat long, but not impossible. 

exo cannot be read; perhaps ay was omitted. 
852. 1. αφανισαι: there is no trace of the final ε. 
859. γνωσομενοις : yy. τε MSS., but the supplement is already somewhat long. 
862. re: so BT, Burn.; re καί W. 
863. wy is a correction from ws. Β has δειχθῇ for δηχθειη. 
864. yap 1 ψυχην: so TW; ἢ ψυχὴν γάρ B. Burn., following Usener, brackets ἢ ψυχήν 

as not read by Schol. B. . 
867. μη: so BW; καὶ μή T, Burn. ν of veov seems to have been corrected from μ. 
876. te tore: so TW, Burn.; but τίοτε (B) is just as likely to have been written. 

(According to Schanz, B has re and T omits it.) 
877. The letters νυν A are converted from συλγ. 
878. τις : τι Β. 
880. The termination of [επιθίεσθε is corrected from θαι. 
885. καὶ is superfluous: om. MSS. 
891. [εχω: so B, Burn.; ἔχων TW. 
893. xalpkoacda: χαρίζεσθαι MSS. 
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ecm: 80 B, Burn.; ἔτι TW. 
896. ws or: so TW, Burn.; ὅσῳ τι B. 
898. pol: the vestige of the letter before σ is too small for certainty, but suits « con- 

siderably better than v. μοι Vind. 21, Burn.; μου BTW. 
905. ὦ Pie Αλκ. is the ordinary reading. 
gto. [rl : so BTW, Burn.; 7 other MSS., Bekker. 
913. te: so BT, Bum. ; ; om. W. 
924. There may have been two dots after ὠ, the lower one of which is effaced. 
925. ἐμου : so TW, Burn. ; ἐμοί B, 
928. σοι τε] ore: ὅτι σοί τε MSS. The ο is quite doubtful, but the letter after τ is 

plainly ε, not e. 
935. βελει: so TW ; βέλη B, Burn, 

940. The size of the lacuna suits rovrov (TW, Burn.) better than τουτου (B). 
944. B has av, but ravra without av (TW) is equally possible here. 
948-9. [και] περι exetvo: καίπερ ἐκεῖνο TW, καίπερ κεῖνο B, καίτοι ᾽κεῖνο Burn. περι, which 

gives no sense, is doubtless a slip for -zep. 
954. ἡ εἰ: so B, Burn.; om. εἰ TW. 
958. ε Of pe is converted from 7; to which hand the correction is due is doubtful. 
960. The Attic form pny (so MSS.) required no alteration. 
961. ey|kparevav: καρτερίαν MSS 
962. ovd, which was first written, is the reading of BTW; οὐδ᾽ Paris. 1810, 1642, 

Vat. 229. οργιζοιμην has been altered from οριζοιμην. 
963. εἰ και: om. εἰ MSS. rightly. 
964. ἰσυ]νουσιας : συνηθειας was originally written. 
966. ndew: so W; ἤδη B, Burn. 
ye: so TW; τε B, Burn. 
969. The scribe first wrote αλώσεται. 
970. 67: so BT, Burn.; re W. 
979. ἱοποῖταν : so BT ; ὁπότ᾽ W, Burn. 

ἀπολειφθέντες is the reading of the MSS. ; ἀποληφθ. Cornarius, Burn. 
983. The erroneous A has not been struck out. 
986. [o] πίανίτων : so TW rightly; ὁπόταν Β. 
θαυμασιωτατον : 50 Vind. 21 ; θαυμποτότατον BTW, Burn. 
987. The slight vestiges suit εωρίαἰκεν (TW, Burn.) not εωρί αἰκει (B). 
992. « in the termination of ἰχειμων]ες i is a correction from o. 
993. mayov: so B, Burn.; τοῦ 7. TW. 
995: ἡ οὐκ: so B, Burn.; om. η TW. 
996. 6: so TW, Burn. : η B. The 7 of ημφιεσμενων was corrected from ε, and τεθ from 

no, i.e. the scribe at first omitted re θαυμαστα. 
999. ovros: so Vind. 21; οὗτος δ᾽ BTW, Burn. 

τ 1000. [οιοΐνπερ : so B, Burn.; οἷον TW. 
1003. ε Of αλλοι is corrected from v. 
1005. The scribe misunderstood σῴων, connecting the o with καταφρονουντα; cf. 

Ἰ. rors, note. 
1007. [av] rod: so W, Burn.; αὐτό BT, B having also ἔρρεξε. 
1008. Probably no significance is to be attached to the fact that whereas in 1. 974 an 

e has been added above the ε of στρατια, here there is no such insertion. Burn, reads 
στρατιᾶς with Cobet; στρατείας MSS. 

ΙΟΙΙ. avein: |. avec. B has προχώρει for προυχ. 

ΤΟΙ4. ε Of θαυμ[αἴζοντες is corrected from o. 
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1015. ws: om. MSS. The first scribe unintelligently divided the word cw6u{olv as 
εωθειν | ov. 

1016. W adds και before τελευτίωνἾτες, 
1017. Ivey is the traditional reading, in place of which various conjectures have been 

proposed. 
1025. καὶ : om. MSS. 

- 1030-1. τετρωμενον [οὐκ eblehov: so BW, Burn. ; οὐκ ἐθ. τετρ. T. The second A of adda 
is corrected, apparently from o. 

1042. Σωκρατην: cf. 1. 1068, though [S|exparn is rightly written in 1, 1o5r. 
1048. ο of παρακελεύομαι is altered from ὦ and a of θαρρειν from ε. 
1058. φιλοὺυς : so some MSS., Stephanus; φιλίους BTW, Burn. 
1061. αψαιτο: ἅψεται MSS. 
1062. B has ἀμύνηται. 
1063. avtos: οὗτος MSS. 
erepos: SO MSS. ; ἑταῖρος Aristides, Burn. 
1069. There is not room in the lacuna for μὲν (so MSS.) after των, 
1071. 67: om. MSS. αἰνθρων is a slip for alépwmov. 
1072. [εἰναι pyre: so TW, Burn. ; εἶναί pe 

1077-8. The transposition of xa... addvovs and κατα. ... τις was necessary. W _ has 
τοῦτ᾽ for ravra (ταὔτ᾽). 

1080. ro of aromay is converted from a ν, and the first upright of π᾿ was originally 
curved, i.e. the scribe began to write ἀνθρωπος. 

1083. os: so TW; εἰ ois B, Burn. B has λέγων for [Aeylo (TW, Burn.). 
1089-90. των... Aoyav: so TW, Burn.; τὸν... λόγον B. 
1ogt. πίαν)υ: so TW, Burn. ; om. B. 
1093. τινα: SOB; ἄν twa TW, δή τινα Burn. with Baiter. 
1094. κανθηλινους : κανθηλίους MSS. 
1099. B has διοιγουμένους. 
1100. av: so MSS.; αὖ Bekker, Burn. 
1102. τῶν λογων: so TW, Burn.; τὸν λόγον B. 
Ι1ΟΡ. τίνοντας.. .. ἐπι: SO TW (rew.) Burn.; τείναντας . .. ἔτι Β, 
1106. A high point after οσὸν is apparently meaningless; there is another between 

6 and a of eve Oa in the line below. 
1108. The scribe began to write a instead of p after coax. 
1110. 7 Of nue] has not been crossed out: cf. 1. 983. 
1114. πολλους : πάνυ πολλούς MSS, 
111. εξαπατασθαι: so TW, Burn.; -θε B. 
1124. εδοκε τι € OF τε Seems to have been first written; it is uncertain to which hand 

the correction is due. 1, παρρησια, 
1127. ava is a correction from εφη. 
1130. ovvera: ]. ov ἐνεκα (TW, Burn.). ‘The ν iscorrected from a δ, and it is curious 

that B has οὐδ᾽ instead of οὗ. 
1142. διαβαλει : so Burn. following Hirschig. διαβάλῃ BTW. 
1148. The first « of κατακλινησομαι is corrected from η. 
1153. ]. περιειναι. 

1157. eve: so Β, Βυτη.; pe TW. 
1159. κατακλιθη : κατακλίνῃ MSS, 
1160. π of δηπου is corrected from μ, and ενγὰ8 twice written for a in exaweoera., 
1167. παντοσε: MSS. παντός, which is unexceptionable, though πάντοσε would also give 

a goodsense, ‘The ὃ of evOade was converted from o. 
U% 
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1173. evmopo: |, εὐπορως. 

1170. avawypevas was first written. 

1180. cow: εἰς τό MSS. 
1186. rovs: om. MSS. rightly. 
1187. eavroy be: € δέ BW, ἕαδε T. 
1189. The first scribe wrote are πολυ. 
1101. Below the o of aidovrwy are some accidental marks. 
1194-5. Σωκρατη και Ἀριστοφανη : this is alsothe order in Ven. 184 and Vind. 21. “Ap. 

καὶ Sox. BTW, Burn. 
1106. peyadns φι{λ)αλης : so Paris. 1642, Vat. 229; φ. pey. BTW, Burn. 
1207. κωμωδοποιον : so BTW; καὶ κωμ. Vind. 21, Burn. 
1210. mporepov: so TW; πρῶτον B, Burn. 
1211. ]. Αριστοφανη. 
1213. κατακοιμισαντα: SO BW, Burh.; κατακοιμήύσαντα T. 
1214. και ὠὡσπερ: SO MSS.; Burn. inserts (2) before ὡσπερ with Hermann. 
1218. και was apparently repeated by mistake, and overlooked by the corrector. 
1220-1. The title is placed opposite the middle of the preceding column, 
Fr. (4). The letters after oo have been altered or deleted. But it is possible that the 

fragment should be turned the other way up, when the reading would be }.{[ [to. 
Fr. (2). This small fragment from the top of a column clearly comes from this papyrus, 

but cannot be certainly placed in any of the columns remaining. It might belong to Col. i, 
where δοκεῖ probably stood in the first line, but there would be no underneath the ὃ 
unless there was a variation as to the position in the sentence of βούλοιτ᾽ ἄν. 

Fr. (7) is from the bottom of a column. 

844, ISOCRATES, Panegyricus. 

Height 31-1 cm. Plate VII (Cols. ix—x). 

These considerable remains of a roll containing the Panegyricus of Isocrates 

extend from § 19 to § 116, though with some serious lacunae. Forty-seven 

columns were occupied by the ninety-six sections, and the total number would 

have been about eighty-six, for which it may be estimated that some 24 feet 

of papyrus would have been required. The manuscript was a handsome one 

written in a rather large calligraphic uncial hand very similar to that of the 
Rossal Demosthenes, of which a facsimile is given in Kenyon’s Palacography, 

Pl. 16; cf. also the Hawara Homer (cd7d., Pl. 20) and 20. Kenyon attributes the 

Demosthenes to the end of the first century, but it is perhaps more likely to 

belong to the earlier decades of the second, to which we should assign this 
Isocrates papyrus. There is-often a marked decrease in the size of the letters at 

the ends of lines, and in order to save space T is lengthened so that the crossbar 
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comes above the tops of the letters adjoining. Short lines are filled up by the 

usual angular sign. A paragraphus is used to mark a pause, and is sometimes 
accompanied by a short blank space at the end of the sentence; the three 
varieties of stop. high, middle, and low, are also freely added, though in a good 

many cases probably by the second hand, to which a number of corrections and 

alterations are due. No other lectional marks occur beyond a rare sign of 

elision or breathing inserted by the corrector. Iota adscript was originally not 

usually written, but has mostly been supplied later. 
Like the British Museum papyrus of the De Pace, the present text of the 

Panegyricus is unfortunately of a distinctly poor quality, and does little beyond 

establishing still more clearly the superiority of the codex Urbinas (I). It 
is characterized by a number of additions, some of which are evident inter- 
polations and none is convincing; the most flagrant example is at ll. 344-50, 

where a sentence founded on a subsequent passage is inserted without apparent 

reason; cf. ll. 17, 42, 77, 164-5, 258, 302, 355, 356, 421, 558, 561. On the other 

hand the papyrus occasionally exhibits a shorter text, either on its own authority 
(ll. 449, 562) or in agreement with Γ᾽ against the vulgate (Il. 202, 264, 395, 480, 

497, 608, 609, 669). Though on the whole the coincidences with T predominate, 

agreements with MSS. representing an inferior tradition are frequent. Sometimes 
the corrector has changed a reading of f into that of the vulgate or vice versa. 

Certain variants also appear which are otherwise only found in MSS. of the 

Περὶ ᾿Αντιδόσεως, where a large section of the Panegyricus is repeated ; cf. notes 

on Il. 230-1, 400, 449, 558, 613-5. In view of the general character of the 

papytus its variations in the order of words carry little weight ; and it may 
be doubted whether there are more than a couple of readings for which an 
independent value can be claimed, 1. 290 ἐλαττω ye as conjectured by Cobet, and 

1. 659 συμπενθησοντας, a variant recorded by Victorius but actually found in 

no MS. The archetype from which this text was derived appears to have been 

defective in places ; cf. ll. 33-5, 291, and 605. 

In the collation given below we have made use of the Teubner edition of 
Blass, the apparatus of which is unfortunately very limited. Proofs of the text 

of the papyrus were sent to Prof. E. Drerup in order to be utilized for his forth- 
coming critical edition of Isocrates, and to him we owe some references to 

individual MSS. of the vulgate. Differences with regard to elision, insertion 
or absence of v ἐφελκυστικόν, interchange of εἰ and 1, &c., are not separately 

noticed. 
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Col. i. 

νων nas εδιδαξαν" € myas δι ᾧ 19 
ne Bata 

5 

μοι ὃ ουν αμφοτερων 

ἐνεκὰ προσήκει περι 

ταυτα ποιησασθαι τὴν 

πλειστην δ[ι]ατριβην'" 

10 

15 

20 

μαλιστα μεν Lva προὺρ 

you τι γενηται' και Trav Coll. ii. 

σαμενοι της προς ἢ 

ς αὐυτοις παραμένειν a 
μας aurous φιλονικι ag fluover δος 

as κοινὴ rots βαρβα > 
Ἶ BapB aly ἐχειν ὥσπερ αλλο TL 

ols πολεμησωμεν" ροις μησῶμ γεῖρας ἡ τους πρώτους Tu 
εἰ δὲ τουτ ear [a] αδυνα § 20 χα ας 

τον. wa δηλωσω τους ἢ 

ἐμποδων οντας τὴ" 

[τ]ων Ελληνων evdat 

μονια"- καὶ πασι γενηται 

[φ]ανερον: οτι καὶ τὸ προ 

[τ]Ἰερον ἡμων ἡ [πο]λις 

[δηκαιίως της θαϊλατΊτης 

[η]ρξεν: και νυν οἴυκ) αδι 

[κως αμφισβητίει πἸἐῤὶ 

[της ηγεμονιας [ro § 21 

[ro μὲν [γ]ᾳῖρ εἰ dele > 

Col. v. 

ἢ 29 
τας 7ῖε 

30 [ευεργεσιας Kat τ]ας χρει 

[as και Tas ὠφελε͵]ιας Tas 

[απ αὑὐτων γιγνομΊενας 
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Col. vii. 

youpevous Kat πὶρω͵τους 
TE 

a5 [[vevopevas] τεχνας εὖ 

φυεστίατ]ους οντας Kat 

[προς [ra των θεων εὖ 

σ[εβεστατα διακειμε 

vious] καὶ μην οσὴης 

ο [προ]σηκει τιμης [τυγ͵χα 

νειν τοὺς τηλικοίυτ)ων [ 
[aya]Oe@v αἰτίους yle}ye > 

[νηἹμενοὺυς περίεργον 

[δι]δ ασἸκεῖ ιν οὐδείς yap 

45 [α]ν δυναί[το δωρ]εαν τὸ 

[σαυτὴν tio pleyeOos εὖ 

[petly ητι[5] ton τοις πε 

[πρα]γμενο[ι]ς ἐστιν" πε 

[et] μ[εἰν ουν του μεγι» 

50 [στ]ου των evepyeTnpa 

ἰτω]ν καὶ πρώτου γενομε 

νου και πα͵σι κοινοτα 

του ταῦτ εἴχομεν εἰπειν" [ 
περι δὲ τους] αὐτοϊυ]ς χρο 

[ 55 [vous ορωσα) τοῖυς plev 

[βαρβαρους) την πῖλει 

στην τὴς χ]ωραῖς κατε 

[xovras τῇους ὃ [ΕἸλλη 

[vas εἰς μ])ικρον τοπον 

60 [κατακεκἸλιμενο[υ]ς" 

[και δια σἸπανιοτητα 

[της yns εἸπιβουλευον 

[τας τε σφι]σιν avros: 

[και στρατ]ιας ἐπαλλη 

=) σι 

100 

Col. viii. 

[Bovres] τοὺς par{ijora 

75 [Biov δεομενους. Kar > 

ἰστρατη]γοι κατασταντες 

[αὐτῶν]: και πολεμω" Kpa 

[τησαν]τες τους βαρβα 

[ρους] πολλας μεν ed ε 

80 κ[ατεῖραϑ της ηἡπειροῖυ)] πο 

λείι9)] εκτίσαν: απασᾶς 

δὲ Tas νησοὺυς κατωΐκι 

σαν ἀμφοτερους de > 

kat Tous [ακο]λουθησαν 

Tas καὶ Tous υἸἹπίο]μει [ 
[ναντας ecwojav- τοις 

μεν yap ἠκα[ν]ην τὴν 

ἴοικοι χωρ)]αν κατελιπον'" 

[ros δε πλειίω τῆς vTap 

990 χίουσης εἐπορι]ΐσαν a 

᾿ παΐντα yap περι]ελαβον 

To τίον τόπον ον vjuy τὺυγ 

χανίομεν κατέχοντες. wo 

ἷτε και τοις υστεῖρον βου 

[ληθεισιν αποιΐκισαι τι 

[ν]ας καὶ μίιμησασθαι 

[τ]ην πολιν τὴν ἡμετε 

ραν. πολλὴν [ραΐστωι 

νην εποιησαν' οὐ yap 

[avrou|s det κἰτ]ωμενους 

[χωρα]ν διακινδυνεὺ 

[ey αἷλὰλ εἰς την] up n> 

[μων] αφορισ[θ]εισαν. > 

[εις Talurny οἰκεῖν cov 

105 ταῖς κα͵ιτοι τί ι]ς αν ταὖν 

τῆς ηγε μον]ικωτί ερ]αΐν 

295 

§ 36 

§ 37 
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65 [Aovs ποιουμενους" > 

[kat τους plev δι evder 

[av tov Ka] ἡμεραν > 

[τους δὲ δια] Tov πολεμον 

[απολλυμ͵ενους ουδὲ 

70 [ταυθ ουτΊως εχοντα 

[περιειδεν] αλλ ἡγεμο 

[vas εἰς Tas] πόλεις € > 

[ξεπεμψεν)] οἱ mapada > 

Col. ix. Plate VII. 

[Blapovs αναστατοὺυς ποι 

noaons τοὺς ὃ EdAnvas 

[εἰ]. τοσαυτὴην εὐπορι 

[av] προαγ[αγο]υσης" ov Tot 

120 [νυν] ἐπειδὴ Ta peyllolra 

[συν]διεπίρ]αξεν. tov ar 

Aor] ὠλ[ε]γωρησεν: adr 

N αρ[χη]ν μῖε]ν ἐποιησατο 

τα[υ]τὴν τῶν ευεργεσι 

125. ὧν [τροφ]ην τοις δεομε 

νοιΐς ευρ) εἰν ἡνπεὲρ χρη 

τουΐς μείλλοντας καὶ πε 

pt τίων αλλων καλως 

Stoluk|noew* nyoupe 

130 νῆ [de] tov βιον τον emt 

Tou[T lols μονον ouma 

του [cin ἐπιθυμεῖν agit 

ὡς εἴχειν] ovras επ|ε] > 

μείληθη)] Kat Tov λοι] 

135 mov: οσ]τε τῶν πα[ροὴν 

tov [τοιῖς ανθρωποις 

ἀγαθων [οἦσα un παρα 

θεων εχομεν adda δι 

ἦ 35 

§ 38 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI = 

) επιδιξεῖιεν ἡ] πατρικω 

τεραν της ἱπροήτερον γῖε 

νομενης [πριν] τας πλει 

110 στὰς οικισ[θηναι] τῶν 

Ἑλληνιδωΐν πολεῖων" 

ἡ [μίαλλον σίυμφερ᾽)ου 

σΐα]ν τῆς τοῖυς μεν] βαρ 

) TavTys ηἠγείμονιαν επιδειξειεν 

11 Ἢ πατριωτείραν) [ 

Col. x. Plate VII. 

155 ραδειγμα ποι[ησασα πρω 

τὴ yap και νομοὺς εθε 
Ve 

το" και πολιτείας KATE 

στησ[ατ)ο' δηλον ὃ €> 

οἱ yap εν ἀρχή 

160 πέρι τῶν φονικὼν > 

κειθεν'" 

εγκαλε[σ]αντες και βοῖυ 

ληθεντες pera λογἴου 

και μὴ μετα βιας δι 

αἀλυεσθαι Tas προς ar 

165 AnAous εχθρας εν τοις 

νομοις TOLS ἡμετε 

pols Tas Κρισεις επῖοι 

σαντο περι αὐὑτωΐν 

“καὶ μεν δὴ και ταῖν τε 
τε 

170 χνὼν τὰς πρὸς Tavay 

[κ]αια του βιου χρησι > 

[μ]ας καὶ τας mpos do 

νην μεμηχανημε 
vas Tas μεν ευρουσα 

175 Tas de [dloxipacaca. > 
ἃ. 

χρῆσθαι τοις αἴνθρω} 

δι 
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αλληλοὺς nv γεγο 

140 vev. μηδὲν μὲν avev 

τῆς πολείω)ς τῆς με 

τερας εἰναι: Ta δε πλει 

στα δια ταυτὴν yeyern 

σθαι: παραλαβουσα yap 

145 τους Ελληνας avopos 

ζωντας" Kat σποραδὴν 
και 

οἰκουντας: τους μεν νυ 

πο δυναστειων υβριζο 

pevous: τοὺς δὲ δι avap 

150 χίαν ἀπολλυμενους. > 

Kal τουτων τῶν κακὼν 

avTous απηλλαξεν' 

τῶν μεν kuptal|c]] γενο 

μενη- τοις δ᾽ ἀυτην πὰ 

Col. xviii. 

195. u]p ετεροις 

[ovras παραλιπὼν τοὺς 

§ 39 

ISOCRATES, PANEGYRICUS 

180 

185 

190 

200 

297 

λ 

[ors maple|omxe’ τὴν ᾧ 4: 

τοινυν adAnv διοικὴ 

σιν οὕτως φιλοξενως 

κατεσκευάσατο καὶ 

προς amavTas οιἰκει 

ὡς. ὥστε και τοις χρὴ 

patov δεομενοίιὴ)ς 

και τοις ἀπολαυσαι τῶν 

υπαρχοντῶν επιθυμου 

σιν ἀμῴφοτεροις ἀρμοτ 

τειν" καὶ [NTE τοις εὖ 

δαιμονουσι: μητε τοις 

δυστυχουσιν εν ταῖς ε 

αὐτῶν ἀχρήστως εχέίν 

αλλ EKATEPOLS αὐτῶν 

εἰναι Tap ἡμίν τοις μεν 

ἡδιστας διατριβαῖς] τοις 

δὲ ασφαλεστατην κατα 

(οΙ. xix: 

ᾧ 59 
μίικρον ἐποιησαν αλλα 

τοσοίυτον Tas τυχὰς 

εκ[αἸτερίων μετηλλα 

gav. wo[O o μεν txerev 

ev ἡμαῖς agiwoas Bra 

tov εἶχθρων απανθ o 

cov εδεη[θη διαπραξα 

μενος απίηλθεν Ευρυσ 

205 [θ]ευς δὲ Bliacacba προσ 

[δοκησας avros αἰχμα) 

[Awros γενομενοὴς ικ[ε 

[της ηναγκασθ]η κατὰ 



Col. xx. 

ετ]είλευτησεν πολλων 

[6 υἹἱπαρίχουσων ημιν 

[ευ]Ἱεργεΐσιων εἰς τὴν πὸ 

215 [λιν τηῖν “ακεδ᾽αἰιμονι 

[ων]. πεῖρι ταυ]της plovns 

[molt συμίβεβη]κεν εἶιπειν 

[αφ]ορμίην yap] λαβονΐτες 

την δι [μων] αυτοιῖς γε 

220 [ν]ομείνην σ᾿ ωτηριαῖΐν 

[οἱ] προγΐονο)ι μεν τωῖν 

[ν]υν εν [Δαϊκεδαιμίονι 

[β]ασιλενοντων. εγγοῖνοι 

[ὃ Ηρ]ακλεους κατηλίθον 

.225. [με]ν εἰ] Πεϊλοϊποννηῖσον 

[καἸτίεσχ)ον [δ] Apyos καὶι 

[Δακεδαιμ]ον[α] και Μεσίση 

[νην οικισῖται de Σ'παΐρ 

[ τὴς ἐγενοντο: Kat τωῖν 

Col. xxii. 

@OTE περῖι) μεν τὴς EV 

τοις Ελλησι δυναστειας. 

οὐκ οιὃ οπως αν τις oa 

φεστερον επιδειξαι du 

250 νηθειη" δοκει δὲ μοι 

και περι των προτερον 

προς τους βαρβαρους Tne 

πολει πεπραγμενων > 

ᾧ ὅτ 

ᾧ 66 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI Β 

[στηναι Kat τω] μεν v ᾧ 60 

210 ἱπερενεγκΊ)οντι τὴν 

[ανθρωπιν]ην φυσιν. 

230 ἱπαροντων) ἀγαθων [a 

[παντων autjos aplyn 

[yor κατεστη)σαν' oly ε § 62 

[xpnv εκεινου)ς pep 

[νημενο]υς μηδίεπο 

235 [T εἰς την) χωραν ταυτίην 

εἰσβαλειὶν εξ ns ορμίη 

[θεντες eis τοσαυτίην 

[ευδαιμο]νιαῖν κατεστη 

ἴσαν μηδ eles] κινδυΐνους 

240 [καθιστανα)ι την ποῖλιν 

[την υἹπερ των Trai dev 

[των] Ηρακλεους πρίο 

Hin 
[de τοις] μὲν am εκειΐνου 

ἱκινδ)υνευσασαν" 

245 [γενοϊμενοις διδοναίι 

Col. xxiii. 

285 δουλωσασ[θ]αι τους Eddy 
ov 

vas eh ἡμας mpwrl|n||s ε 
ο 

οντες" επιφανεστατΐ a||s ᾧ 68 

μεν ovy Tov πολεμων 

ο Περσικος γέγονεν" ov 

290 μὴν ἐλαττω γε TEKLN 
α παλ 

ρια τί [μια τῶν ἐργων ἐστι [ν}} 



844. 

προσήκειν εἰπειν" ar 

255 Aws τί εἾ]] ἐπειδὴ καὶ Tov 
ye 

Aoyov κατεσταμὴν πε 

pt τῆς nlyle“ovias τὴς ε 

π᾿ εκεινους ecoper||ov||s: 

ἀπαντας μὲν ouv εξα 

260 ριθμων τους κινδυ > 
λι 

vous αὖ αν μακρολογοι 

nv: πέρι δὲ Tov μεγι 

στῶν τὸν aUTOY τροπον 
ι 

ΟνΊΤερ ολιγω προτερον 

265 πειράσομαι Kal περι του 

tov διελθειν" ἐστι yap 

[αἹρχαιοτατα μεν τῶν 

[εἸθνων καὶ 7[a]s μεγιστας 

[δἸυναστειας exovTa > 

240 [ΣΊκυθαι και Opakes και 

[Πεῖρσαι: τυγχανουσι ὃ ov 

[ τοι] μεν amavTes ἡμιν 

[ἐπ] eBovdeufolpres ἢ ἀεἤμονρε 

[ποῖλις προς amavras 

275 ἱτουτους διακινδυνεὺυ 

σα͵]σα: καιτοι τι λοιπον 

[ 
[ 
[eo|rat τοις αντιλεγ[ο]υσιν 

[η]ν επιδειχθωσι των 

[μ]εν Ελληνων οἱ μὴ 

280 [δυ]ναμενίο!ι τυγχαὰ 

view των δικα[ιίων ἡ 

[των de βαρβαρων 

t βο]υλομενοι κατὰ 

[ 
[ 
[μ]ὰς ἱκετεύειν αξιουν 

[res]: 
[ou 

ἡ 67 

ISOCRATES, PANEGYRICUS 

αμφισβητουσιν'" 

iS} © σι 

300 

395 

299 

τοις περι TOY πατρίων 

ετί yap 

ταπεινὴηὴς ovons της EX 

Aados ηλθον εἰς THY χω 

ραν ἡμὼν Θρακες μεν 

μετ Ευμολπου του IIo 

σιδωνος. Σίκυθαι de με 

τ Apagovwy των Ape 

ὡς θυγατερων: ov κα 

[τα Tov] αὐτον χρονον" 

[αλλα] καθ oly καιρον ε 

[κατε]ροι της Ευρωπης 

[εἐπηρχοὴν μισουντες > 

[μεν αἰπαν to τῶν Ελλη 

[νων γ]ενος" ιδι[α)" δὲ προς 

ίημας ey|kAnplata] mole 

noapevor vopll Cov 

310 

τες εκ [τ]ουτου του τίρο 

που πίρος)] μιαν μεν [πο 

λιν κινδυϊνευσειν: ara 

cov δὲ αμ[α] κρατησειν'" 

315 

320 

ov μην κ[ατ]ωρθωσαν" ᾧ 69 

αλλα προς μονοὺυς Tous 

Mpoyovous τοὺς ἡμε 

τερους συμβαλοντες. 

ομοιως διεφθαρησαν. 

ἰσίπερ av εἰ προς amav 

τας avOpwrous επὸ 

λεμησαν: δηλον δὲ To 

μεγεθος των κακων 

τῶν γενομένων εκει 
αν 

ov yap - vols" ποθ ot Aoyot 
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Col. xxiv. 

περι αἰυτίων τοσουτον yxpo 

μη 
325 νον διεμειναν. ει Και 

[[μη}} τα πραχθεντα πολυ 

Tov addov δ[ι]ηνεγκεν" 

Aeyerat ὃ ovy περι μεν § 70 

Apafovey ws Tov μεν 

330 ελθουσων. ουδεμια πα 

λιν ἀπηλθεν" [ale δὲ υὑπολει 

φθεισαι: δια τ] [ν] ενθαδὲε 

συμφορίαν elk της [εξ] ap 

χης εξεβλ[ηθ]ησαν: περι 

335 δε Sacks οτι Tov αλλον 

Χρονον opopot| οἱ προσ 

οἰκουντες ἡμιν. δια τὴν 

TOTE γενομενην στρα 

τειαν τοσουτον διελι;» 

340 πον. WOTE EV τὼ μετὰ 

gv της χωρας εθνη πολ 

λα: και γενη παντοδαπα:' 

Kat πολε[ιῖς μεγαλας κα 

τοικισθηναι[ τουτῶν 

345 δε ουταϊς] exov[Ta|y ov 

K οκνητί εον εστίι) περι 

Tov υπολοιποωϊν]) εἰπεῖν 

a On συμφερει τοις mpa 

γμασιν μνησθηναι > 

350 πέρι αὑτῶν Kaha μεν ovv kat Qa 

ταυτα Kal πρεποῖν)τα 

τοις περι THS NYE μῆονι 

ας αμφισβητουσιν] a 

᾿ς δελῴα δὲ τῶν εἰρηΐμ]ε 

355 vov και Ta τοιαυΐθ ova 

Col. xxv. 

κινδυνωΐν εἰς Tov avTov 

Xpovoy συΐμπεσοντων 

365 και Tov pely πολεμι 

ὧν ανυποίΐστατων Οἱο 

μένων εἰνίαι δια To 

πληθος. τωῖν de cuppa 

χων ανυπίερβλητον 

370 ηἰγ]ουμενωΐν exe τὴν 

αἀρετην. αμίφοτερων 

κιρ]ατησαντίες ὡς eka 

τερων προΐσηκεν Και 

προς αἀπανΐτας Tous 

375 κινδυνουΐς διενεγ 

κοντες. εὐθυς μεν 

των αριστίειων ηξι 

ὠθησαν οἷν πολλω 

~ 8 vorepov τίην ἀρχὴν 

380 της θαλατίτης ελαβον 

δονίτ]ων μίεν τῶν ad 

[λων] Ελληνίων ov 

[κ αμ᾽ φισβηϊτουντων 

[δε τω]ὶν νυν [ημας a 

385 [φαιρεγισθαῖι ζητουν 

[Toy και μίηδεις οἱ 

ἐσθω με αγίνοειν o 

τι καὶ] AaxeSatpovt 

ot πῖίεϊρι τουΐτους τους 

390 καιρους πίολλων 

[αγαἸθων αἰτίιοι τοις 

[ΕλλΊησι κατίεστησαν 
ὕτο 

[αλλ]α δὶ a τουτο [και 

[μα͵λλον επαίζίνειν 

§ 12 

ᾧ 173 
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περ εἰκὸς Tous εκ των 

TOLOUT@Y γεγονοῖτας 

[[s]] οἱ προς Δαρειον [και 

Ἐερξην πολεμησαϊντ]ες 

360 εἐπραξαν' μεγιστου yal 

εκεινου πολεμου συ 

σταντος. Και πλειστῶν 

Col. xxviii. 

[ἐσκοποὺυν om]ws axpt § 78 

[Bas Kat Kadws] εξου > 

405 [σιν οὐχ ovTw Tous] πε 

[et τῶν ἰδιων συΐμβο 

[λαιων ὡς Tous πεῖρι των 

[καθ εκαστην τὴ]ν ἡμε 

[ραν emirndevpar lov: 

410 le 

] ρας τὸ εἶ 

γραμμία 
Ἰατα τῶν ᾳ .()Γ 

Ἰτ.. 
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395 [ex]o την πολι[ν ort 

[τοι]ουτωῶν ἀντίαγω 

[ν]ιστων τυχουΐσα To 

σουτον αὐὑτων [din 

νεγκεν" βουλοῖμαι 

4oo de μικρωι μακίροτε 

pa περι τῶν πολίεων εἰ 

mew [kale μη alyav ἴταχυ 

Col. xxix. 

εσθαι Kat owrnpes adr 

415 Aa pn λυμίεϊωνες [απὸ 

καλειίσθαι τω] ποιείιν ev 

προσα[γορε]υ[οἹμεῖνοι τας 
υ 

πολεις ἘΠ μη] Bia [κα 

ταστρεφομενοι" πισῖτο 

420 τεροις μεν τοις Aoyors ἡ 

[κ]αὶ νυν τοις ορκοις χρίω 

§ 81 

[με]νοι" ταῖς de συνθη 

[και]ὶς womep αναγκαις 

[εμ]μενΐ εἰν] αξ[ιο]υντεῖς 

425 οὐχ [ovtws em] Talis 

δυνίαστειαις 

11 lines lost. 

[avrais] δίιανοιαις Xpw 

[μενο]ι Kale Tous vjew[re 

§ 82 

440 [ρους ely τ[οιουτοιὶς ηθε 

[or παιδ)ευονῖτες ουτως 

[ανδρας] αγαθίους αἸπεδει 

[ξαν τους πολείμη)σαν 

[τας προς Tous eK τῆς 
δ 

445 [Actas wlore μη O]jeva 

[πωπο]τε δυνηθηναι 



302 

Tels yap av γένοιντο σὺμ 

Col. xxx. 

μετροῖι τοιουτοις αν 

THE OXYRHYNCHUS PAPYRI 

[περι av\r@v μητε τῶν 

[ποιητω]ν μητε] των 

[ tev 
[ἰσοφιστωὴν αἕ[]ως πε 

450 [πραγμενων [εἸιπεῖν 

§ 83 

i 
δρασιΐν οἱ τοσουτον μεν 

των en[t Τροιαν στρα 

458 
καὶν 

(ΟἹ. χχχί. 

[λε]υτησαιεν adda των 

[αυτῆων [τῇοῖς εκ των θεων 

[yeyo|voow Kat καλου 

460 [pevoi|s ημιθεοις αξι 

[@Oeely- Kal yap exe . 

[νοι] Ta μεν copata 

[ταῖς της φυσεως ἀναγ 

[κ]αὶς απεδοσαν της ὃ a 

465 [peltns αθανατον τὴν 

[μἹνημὴην εποιησαν" 

[aer] μεν ovy οἱ θ [nple 

ἱτεροι] προγονοι και Aa 

[κεδαιμονιοι φιλοτι 

470 [μως mplos αλληλοὺυς 

[etxov οἷν μην αἷλλα 

§ 84 

ἢ 85 

τευσίαμενων Sinvey 

495 

Col. xxxii. 

) pos to]lus εξ ἀπασηξ τη[5 EAAad]o3 κατα 
povn |oavres ἀπηντ[ων 

[πολεῖμον ιἰδιον ποιησα 

εξ 
) [μεν]οι. πρὸς τοὺς ἀπα! 

[«] 
ons της Ελλ[ζαδος κα]τα 

500 φρονησανΐτας τη]ν οἱ 

5°5 

k[evaly δυναῖμιν εἾχον 

τες αἰπην)των] ολι[γ]οῖ 
προς [πολλας] μυΐριαδας 

@omep εν ἀλλοτριαις 

Wuxalis μελλοντες 

κινίδυνευσειν οἱ ὃ ov 

kK [εἸἰφίθασαν πυθομενοι 

510 

τίον περι τὴν Atrikny 

ποίΐλεμον καὶ παντων 

τίων ἀλλων ἀμελησαν 
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περι καϊλλιστωΐν εν ε 

Ketvols| τοῖς χίρονοις ε 

ἰλονι]κησίαν οὐκ εχ 

[ 
[ 
[p 

475 [Opolus. a[AA ανταγωνισ 

[ras] ogas [αυ͵τουΐς εἰναι 

[νομι]ζονῖτες]" ουδὲ εἶπι δου 

[λεία τῇη" τωῖν ΕἸλληνίων 

τον βαρβίαρ)]ον θεΐραπευ 

480 [οἷντες. αλλ[α) πίερι μεν 

[τ]|ης κοιν[η]ς σ[ωτηριας 

[ομο]νοουν]τεῖς οποτε 

[por δὴε tavrns αἰιτιοι γε 

[νησἸονται. περίι TovTov 

485 [ποιουμενοι τηῖν a 

[μιλλ]αν: επεδειξίαντο 

[δε τας] αὐτων evi 

[ 
[τοις vjro Ζαρειου meu 

XLas] mpwrov μεν ev. 

490 [φθεισ͵ιν: ἀποβαντων ἡ 86 

[yap αυτωὴν εἰς την Ar 

τικὴν οἱ μεν ov περι 

τίοἸυς σίυ]μμα 
[ 
[εμειν αν 

[χους adAa] τίο]ν κ[οινον 

Col. xxxiii. 

535 κινδίυ]νων. οἱ de φθηναι 

συμ[β)αλοντες πριν ed 

[θειν] τους BonOncov > 

[τας μεῖτα δὲ ταυτα γε § 88 

ἰνομενη]ς τῆς ὕστερον 

540 [στρατειας nly avros Hep 

[éns nyayev εἸκλιπων > 
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[τες nkKov μιν αμυ] 

νουντες τοσ]αἰυτην 

[ποιησαμενοῖι σποῖν 

[δὴν oonv περ αν τίης 

515 ἰαυτῶν χωρ)ας πορίθου 
μενης σημειον δῖε 

[του ταχοὶυς και τῆς a 

[μιλΊλης᾽ τοὺς μὲν yalp § 87 

[ηἹμετερους προγονουΐς 

520 [φ]ασί.] της αὑτὴης npe 

ρίας πυθεσθαι τε] την» 

amoBalow την των βαρ 

(β[αρων) και βοηθίησ [ον 
ταῖς emt] τους opovs Τῆς 

ε 

525 χωϊρας) μίαχη) νι[κη)σαῖν 
τας τἰροπαιζον στη]σαι:» 

τῶν πολεμίιων Tous ὃ εν 

τρισιν ἡμίεραις καὶ τὸ 

σαυταις ἰνυξι διακο 

530 σία καὶ χίλια σταδι]α de 

ἐλθεῖν σίϊτρατοπεδ]ω" πὸ 

ρευομενου9] ουτω]} s]] 

[opolsp [a] ηπειχθησαν 

[οι μεῖν [μ]ετασχειν τῶν 

Col. xxxiv. 

νον. απίηντων διελομε 

vot Tov [κινδυνον Aake 

575 δαιμίονιοι μεν εἰς Θερ 

μοπίυλας προς To πεζον 

χιλιουΐς αὐτῶν επιλε 

ἔαντες. Kale Tov σὺμ 

μαχὼν od[vyous παρα 
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μεν ta βασιλεια] στρατη 582 λαβοίν]τες [ws εν τοῖς 

γος δὲ καταστη])ναι τολ στεϊνοι]ς καϊλυσοντες 

μῆσας amavtas] δε τους av[rous] περίαιτερω προ 

[ελθειν] οἱ & [ημετεροι 

ρας περι οὐ τις ουχ νυ [πατερες] ew [Apreptor 

περβολας προθυμ]η 10 lines lost § οἵ 

θεις εἰπεῖν... we ]ε 595 ἰραθωνι palyns: Kale ζη 

§ 89 [το]υνῖτες αἸντους [[j αυτοῖις llafu}zfov]s 
εξισωσίαι 

[ 
[ 
[ 

545 [ek της Actas ovlvayer 

[ 
[ 
[ 

5 lines lost 
o[ajo[OJar. βουλ[ηθ]εις [δὲ [el€ ἐἰσοῖν κ]αταστησαι > 
t[otlovro μν[η]με[ιο]ν > 55 ts 

[και] δεδιοτες μη δ᾽} ε]] ele] 
σι 

καταλιπειν oO μὴ τῆς 

ανθρωπινης φυσεαῖς 

εἰργ]ον ἐστιν ov προτε 

ploly emavoaro πριν ε 

560 ἕξευρεν και συνηναγκα 

σεν o παντεΐς] ανθρωποι 

θρυλουσιν. οἰσ]τε στρα 

600 

[φεξης | πολις nov 

atta [γενη]ται τοις EX 

[λησι τίης σωτη]ριας" oft 

[δ] ημετερ[οι προγονοι 

μαλιστα μεν Bovlo> 

μενοι διαφυλαξαι τὴν 
αν 

τοπεδω" πλείυσ]αι μεν 605 παρουσ δοξαν καὶ Tact 

δια [τ]ης ηπειϊρου] πεῴευ ποίησαι φανερον ort 

565 σα] δὲ δια της θαλαττης" [κ]αὶ προτερον δι ἀρετὴν 

τον μεν Ελλησποντον 

ζευξας. τον de Αθω δι 

[ορ]υξας. προς δὴ τον ov 

[τω] μεγα φρονησαντα 

570 και τηλικαυτα διαπρα 

[α]λλ ov δια τυχην ever 

κηϊσ]αν" ἐπειτα δὲ και 

§ 90 

ἕαμενον Kat τοσου > 

Tov δεσποτὴην γενομε 

Col. xxxv. 

§ 92 
610 κίαδε καταπλευσαν 

τίες ovrws εβουλευ 

calvro περι των λοιπὼων 

ὠσῖτε πολλων αὕτοις 
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καίει καλων προειργα 

615 opfevov........., 

ev [Tos τελευταίοις 

Toly κινδυνων ett πλεον 
διηίνεγκαν αθυμως ᾧ 93 

γαῖρ ἀπαντων tev συμ 

620 μαΐχων διακειμενων 

kat [Πελοποννησιων 

μεν [διατειχιζοντων 

τοῖν ἴσθμον 

Col. xliv. 

[Tay ἐχοντω)ν κίαιτοι 

625 [βουλομενοι πΊλεοῖνε 

ἰκτειν οὐκ αἣν δὴ που: 

[της μεν ΣἸκιωναιων 

ᾧ 109 
Col. xlv. 

᾿ ὗ [ΠῚ 
τί 
-[ 
οἷν διεξηλθον οἱ τοὺς 

[yns ἐπεθυϊμησαμεν 640 μεν [ανομωτατοὺυς me 
[nv Πλαταιεω)ν τοις ὡς στοτίατους ενομιζον 

630 [ημας καταφυγουσι) φαίι τουΐς δὲ προδοτας wo 
[ἰνομεθα παραδον]τες περ €[vepyeras εθερα 
[τοσαυτὴν δὲ xwpaly πευΐον ἡρουντο δὲ των 
ἱπαρελίπομεν ἡ π͵|αν 645 [[v]] Ειλίωτων ev δουλευ 
[Tas αν nyas εὐπορ]ω ev οἷστ᾽ εἰς Tas αὐτΊων 

635 ἱτερους εποιησεν T]oe § IIo Tarp das υβριζειν] war 

[ουτων τοινυν ἡμΊων δ 
λον εἰτιμὼων του]ς αὐτο [γεγενημένων Kale : 
[xet]pa’s και goveals τῶν 

650 [πο]λιί[των ἡ τοὺς yove 

Col. xlvi, 

6 lines lost 

[Tovs συμπε]νθίησοντας 

§ 112 [as] τους αὐτῶν es 

[rovro ὃ ὡμοτητος] a 

Col. xlvii. 

κρινεν guyas de και ora] § 114 

σεις καὶ νομὼων cup 
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660 [em de τῆς το]υτίων ap 

[χης δια to π]ληθῖος των 

[οικειων καϊκωϊν επ͵αν 

ἰσαμεθ αλἸ]ληλοίυς εἾλε 

ίουντες ουἼθενι γίαρ το 

[σαυτὴν σχολην [maple 

[Aurov ὡσ]θ ere po} 

[συναχθεσήθηναι τινος 

[yap οὐκ εφιίκοντο ἢ 

τις ουτω πΊορρω των 

670 [πολιτικωὴν nv εξε 

ἰστηκως πρ]αγμαϊίτ]ων 

[ooris ουἹκ [elyyus allay 

[κἸασθη γενεσθαι των 

[σϊυμφορων εἰς ας at τοι 

675 ἰα)υται φυσεις ἡμας 

[κἸατεστησαν eT οὐκ αἱ 

[σ]χυνονται τας eavTwy 

[π]ολεὶις ovTws ἀνομὼς 

δια τιἤθεντες και της 

680 ἡμετερας [᾿ουτως] ad 

κῶς ΚκΚατηγορουντεξς" 

αλλα προς τοις αἀλλοις 

[κ]αὶ περι των δικων- 

[κ]αὶ των γραῴφων των 

685 [πο]ῖτε map ημιν γενο 

μίεϊνων λεγειν TOA> 

poo auto. πλειοὺυς 

[ln] ἐν τρισι[ν]] μησιν a 

κριτους αποκτειναν 

690 τες ὧν ἡ πολις επι 

TNS ἀρχης amacns ε 

ᾧ 113 

695 

700 

795 
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[dleoes και πί[οἸ]λιτ[ε]ίων 

μεταβολας ert Oe] παι 

δων υβρεις και γυναι) 

κων atolxulvas [κἸα[1] χρη 

ματων [[ὃ]] [αρ]παγ[ας] τις 

αν δυναιτίο] διεξελθειν 

πλὴν τοσουτον εἰπεῖν 

[εἸχοιμεν αν κατα παν ~ 
ε 

τῶν ort τὰ μεν υ] 9 n> 
ι @s 

pov dewa ραδιί[ ον] αν 

τις eve ψηφισματι δι 

ελυσεν τας δὲ σῴφαγας 

και τας ανομιας Tas 

ἐπὶ τουτων γενομε 

νας ουθεις αν ιασασθαι 

§ 115 δυναιτο' καὶ μὴν ov 
7 

710 

715 

δὲ την παρουσαν εἰρη 

νὴν οὐδὲ τὴν αὐτο 

νομιαν την ev Tals 

πολιτειαις μὲν ἰουκ εν 

[[pJlovoay ev δὲ ταις [συν 

θηκαις αναγεγραμῖμε 

νην αἀξιον ελεσθαι 

μαλλον ἡ την aplxnv 

τὴν ηἡμετεραν'" τίις 

720 

yap av τοιαυτης Klara 
TATE 

ol Keun ]|s επιθυμίησειεν 

ev nt καταποντιίσται 

μεν την θαλατῖταν 

κατεχουσ [ν]}] πεῖλτα 

σται de τας models κα 
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725 [τ]αλαμβανουσίιν av 

τί] de του προς ere[pous 

περι τη[ϑ) x@pals ποῖλε 

Hew evtos τε[ιχἼους 

οἱ πολιται προς αλλη 

730 Aovs μαχοίντ]αι πλε[ι] 

Unidentified Fragments. 

(0) (¢) (d) 

J.e Ἰεμι 1.1: 
Ισ Ἰλους Ἰαστον 

(f) (g) (ἢ 

lev Jr }rof 
Jou Jeep }..1 

Ἰονοὶ ro . [ 
JeAl J-[ 

(7) ({) (η 

je. [ 1. off - [ vol 
ko, Ja, rol 

(2) (2) (A) 

Ἰεινΐ jov . [ ]. ad 

Jed] 1. τί 1.1 
leol 

307 

ὗ 116 
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(7) (7) (s) (?) 

(9) (2) (aa) (0) 

Jeol roy rol }rof 

1. εδιδαξαν : so TE; the marginal variant διδαξαι is parallel to the vulg. ἀπαλλάξαι. 
9. φιλονεικιας is also the spelling of E, and is preferred by Drerup; but in a question 

between « and εἰ the testimony of a papyrus of this period is of course valueless. 
12. The original eora, altered by the second hand, is condemned by the hiatus; 

ἐστιν B(lass). 
17. To: om. MSS. 

18. ἡμῶν ἡ [ποῖλις : ἡ πόλις ἡμῶν MSS. 
21. pe: so vulg.; the dots signifying deletion were superscribed by the second hand, 

Om. περί I. 
23. The supplement at the beginning of the line is somewhat short for the lacuna. 
29-31. τὰς εὐεργεσίας καὶ τὰς χρείας is the vulg. reading. τίε after τῆας is very doubtful, 

and ras [e]ul[epyeovas is a quite likely alternative, τὰς χρείας καὶ ras ἐργασίας Τ', τάς τε χρείας 
kA. E, 

33-5: opoAo}youpevous : so MSS., with γενομένους after πρώτους. A blank space was 

left by the scribe at the beginning of 1. 34, and in this the corrector has inserted something, 
the slight vestiges of which suit [γενεσθαι, at the same time deleting yevouevas in 1. 35 which 
reflected the omitted yevouevous after πρώτους. The result is an intelligible sentence in itself 
not inferior to that obtained by emending ὁμολογουμένους to ὁμολογουμένως (B. with H. Wolf 
and others) though not making a serious claim for consideration. προς re is the reading of 
the MSS. 

42. yelyvnuevous: om, MSS. περιεργον is the reading of Γ΄; πάρεργον vulg. 
45. δωρΊεαν tolcalurny: SOT; δωρεᾶς τοσαύτης vulg. 
53+ εἴχομεν εἰπειν ; SO vulg.; εἰπεῖν ἔχομεν Γ΄. 
60. κατακεκ]λιμενο[υ]ς : 50 T (τκλειμ.) ; κατεκεκλεισμ. E vulg., κατακεκλῃμ. Μ. 

75. και : om. MSS, 
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79. εκζατεῖρας : so T, B.; ἑκάτερα, which originally stood in the papyrus, is the vulg. 
reading. 

81. anacas: SOT; πάσας vulg. 
roo. de: |, ede, 
106-7. ηγεϊ μον]ικωτί ερ]αῖν cannot be correct, since with this there is nothing for raurys to 

refer to except ταϊυτην in 1. 104. The reading inserted by the corrector at the foot of the 
column agrees with the traditional text. πατρικωτεραν was perhaps influenced by ηγεμονικω- 
repay: marptor., as in the margin, MSS. 

10g. tas; SOT; om. vulg. 
118, [els: so; ἐπί vulg, 
123. enoucaro ralulrny: ταύτην ἐπ. MSS. 
128. αλίλων καλως ; so vulg., B.; ἄλλων καλῶν καλῶς TE, 
138. θεων: SOT; τῶν θεῶν E and vulg. 
157. The alternative reading πολιτείαν is that of the MSS. 
164-5. διαλυεσθαι ras προς αλληλους exOpas : διαλύσασθαι τὰ πρὸς ἀλλήλους MSS. 
168. αὐτωΐν : sol; τούτων vulg. 
176. αλλοις, the reading of TE, has been substituted by the corrector for ανθρωποις, 

λοιποῖς vulg., and so B. on account of the following ἄλλην. 
196, παρα]λιπων: soT: vulg. παραλιπόντες, with τίνες instead of ris. 
202. εἶχθρων απανθ: 50 Τ' ; ἐχθ. κράτήσας ἅπ. vulg. 
207. γενομενοὶς (ΤῊ is better suited to the space than γεγονώς (vulg.). 
213. nuw ευἹεργεΐσιων : SOT; evepy, ἡμῖν vulg. 
215. my: sol; τῶν Εἶ vulg. 
223. εγγοῖνοι : SOO; ἔκγονοι T, &c. 
230-1, ἀγαθων [απαντων αυτΊοις ; so vulg. in the Anidosis; dy. avr. ἀπ. ΤῈ, B., abr. dy. ἀπ. 

vulg. in the present passage. 
234. The supplement at the beginning of the line hardly fills the lacuna, which would 

be expected to.contain eight or nine letters ; perhaps there was some correction. 
236. [εἰσβαλειν : so TE and Anjid. vulg.; there would not be room for the vulg. ἐμ- 

βάλλειν. : 
ορμίηθεντες : SOTE Antid.; ὁρμ. αὐτῶν οἱ πρόγονοι vulg. 
237-8. εἾις «.. κατεστησαν : so vulg.; roc. ed. κατέστησαντο Τ', roa, εὐδ. κατεκτήσαντο E, B., 

roo. εὐδ, ἐκτήσαντο, Aniid. vulg. 
245. [yevo]uevors : so A and vulg.; γενονόσι(ν) TE And. vulg. 
251. mporepov: 50 E; the omission of mporepoy indicated by the line drawn over the 

letters (by the second hand) is in accord with Τ' and Anfd, vulg. 
255. The correction is by the second hand. 
258. εἐσομενης : om. MSS. 
261. ayavy was apparently first written in place of λίαν ap. 
262. περι: SO@; ἐπί I, &c. The papyrus omits ords, which is found after μεγίστων 

in E? A’, 
264. mporepov: SOT; mp. διῆλθον E vulg. 
267. [alpxaorara: so in the An/fid. ©, ἀρχαϊκώτατα A; 1. apxtkorara with MSS. 
268. ee so vulg.; γενῶν ΓΕΘ", τας, the elimination of which is indicated by the 

superscribed dots (probably by the corrector), is omitted in the MSS. ἊΡ 
273. ἢ δὲ [πο]λις, the original reading, is that of ©; the addition of ἡμέτερα is in 

accordance with the vulg. 
290. edatrw ye: so Cobet; om. ye I; ἐλ, τούτων Εἰ vulg. ; 
291. After τεκμήρια the first hand wrote των, and left a blank space between this 

and ἐστιν, 
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302. kapov: om. MSS. 
312. E has ἐπικρατήσειν. 3 
323. The dot in the middle of the line apparently marks the place of the omitted av. 
336. οἱ, which is superfluous, is slightly smudged, and was perhaps intended to be 

deleted. 
337-8. da... orpareav: om. T and Antd.; διὰ τὴν τότε στρ. E', B., γεγενημένην for 

γενομενὴν vulg. 

344-50. This passage, which has no other authority, is evidently based on the latter 
part of ὃ 74. Its insertion here seems pointless. The A of cada in 1. 350 is converted from 
t, after which there was originally a blank space. 

355. ta: om. MSS.; cf. 1. 356. 
356. [rev : three or four letters are required to fill the line, and ra in 1. 355 points the 

way; om. MSS. 
357-8. The first hand probably made the wrong division yeyovora σοι. 
361. εκεινου πολεμου συσταντος : SO vulg.; mod. συστ. ἐκ. Γ΄. 
366. Om. οἰομενων E1, om. εἰναι ἘΞ, 
376. A low stop after s seems to have here been substituted for a high one. 
379-80. SoT; τῆς Gad. τὴν apy. vulg. 
389-90. τουΐτους τους] καιρους : 50 vulg.; τοὺς καιρ. τούτ. Τ', τοὺς αὐτοὺς καιρ. τούτ. Antid. 
303. ἰαλλ]α: so vulg., B.; ἀλλὰ καί Εἰ, καί Γ΄, 

δια τοῦτο is the reading of the MSS. ; the corrector’s δὲ avro rovro is no improvement. 
και after τοῦτο is omitted by E?. 

395. πολιν : SOT; πόλιν τὴν ἡμετέραν E! vulg. . 
400. μικρωι: SO ΘΔ in the Anfid.; ὀλίγῳ MSS. here. 
401. τῶν πολίεων : τοῖν πολέοιν Τ', B.; τοῖν π. τούτοιν and ταῖν π. ταύταιν other MSS. 
402. alyay [rayv: ταχὺ λίαν MSS. For ἀγαν cf. |. 261; the reading here is not certain; 

but Ajay at any rate is impossible. ayay produces a hiatus. 
408. my: soT; om. vule. 
410 sqq. The marginal adscript indicates that this fragment comes from § 78, but its 

position is not clearly marked, and there was evidently a divergence from the ordinary text. 
Je in 1. 410 may be δ᾽εἰησει, and the word after ypopp!ajrev is very likely αλ(λα); but some- 
thing certainly intervened between πολλίων) and γραμμ[ίαἼτων. The penultimate letter in 
], 412 is either τ or y. 

417. προσαγορε]υ[οἸμεῖνοι : so © in Anéid., the mistake being occasioned by the pre- 
ceding προσαγορεύεσθαι ; but the v in the papyrus is very uncertain. προσαγόμενοι MSS. 

421. [κ]αὶ : om. MSS. 
425. Εἰ adds αὐτῶν after ταῖς. 
440. t[otovro|s: so vulg., with and without ἐν. τοῖς τοιούτοις Τ', 
449. The MSS. add ἐκείνοις after τῶν, which was here originally omitted. ἐκείνοις is 

also omitted by ΘΔ in the Ani. 
450. The column contained one or two more lines. 
453: It is not certain that the papyrus read μὲν with TEGO”; om. vulg. 
461. The space points to ἐκείνοι) (Εὖ vulg.) rather than εκει[νων] (I), but not very 

decidedly. 
466. ἐποιησαν : SO ΓΕΘ; κατέλιπον E marg., vulg. 
471. καὶ (vulg.) was possibly written after a{AAa, though the line is not too short without it. 
480. πίερι μεν : SOT; ἅμα μὲν περί vulg. 
487. εὐψίυχιας : so vulg. in the Anid., B.; εὐτυχίας ΘΖ, ἀρετάς TE. 
497. ἰδιον : 50 TE, B.; ἴδ. κίνδυνον vulg. 

498 sqq. τοὺς απασης : so MSS. The corrector has inserted εξ before ἀπασὴς here and 
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at the top of the column (Il. 495-6), where the passage is rewritten. - The intruded εξ is 
there accompanied by the variant καταφρονησαντες for -ras, a reading also found in A in the 
Antid., annvtov on the other hand being placed in its traditional position instead of after 
exovres aS in]. 501. As the original scribe gives the ordinary text in 1. 497 it is likely that 
he wrote correctly καταφρονήσαντας in 1, 500, 

517. αἰμιλίλης : ἅμ. αὐτῶν in the Ania. 
522. τὴν : om. «414. ξ 
523. βοηδησΊονταῖς, the original reading, is also found in ΘΔ in the Anfd. 
525. plaxn|: 50 ΓΕ ; the reading is uncertain, but there does not seem to be room for 

kat μαχη. 

‘532-3. The corrections are by the second hand. 
535- POnva: so TE and Anfd.; ὀφθῆναι vulg.; the termination a is written over an 

angular complementary mark. 
536. The letter after r looks like o, but this is probably owing to the disappearance of 

some fibres of the papyrus. 
548. After εἰπεῖν the ordinary text has ἐλάττω τῶν ὑπαρχόντων εἴρηκεν, which cannot be 

reconciled with the remains in the papyrus ; perhaps εἰρηκεν] εἴλαττω. 
555. t|otlouro : so A here and in the Avid. ; τοιοῦτον other MSS. 

558. There is no word in the traditional text here between φύσεως and ἐστιν, but ΘΔ in 
the Anfid. have ἔργον, which no doubt stood in the papyrus. The final ν is fairly certain, 
and the first letter must be either or 6. 

561. ἀνθρωποι: om. MSS. 
562. θρυλουσιν: soT; θρυλλοῦσιν vule. 
στρατοπεδωι: τῷ στρ. MSS. 
569. μεγα is omitted by E*. 
596-7. alvrous [εἰξ ἰσοῖυ κ]αταστησαι : 50 vulg.; the marginal adscript gives the reading 

of r and B. 
598. The second hand, besides rightly emending δὲ to ds, proceeded to alter the 

division of εφεξης, but changed his mind. 
602. προγονοι : 80 E and vulg., om. T; πατέρες Aniid. vulg. οἱ δ᾽ ἡμ. πατέρες had 

occurred in the previous section, οἵ θ᾽ ἡμ. πρόγονοι in ὃ 85. 
605. A blank space was left by the first hand before δοξαν ; cf. 1. 34. 
607. mporepov: so vulg.; τὸ πρότ. T. 
608. τυχην: SOT; τὴν τύχ. vulg. 
609. de: so vulg. and Anfd.; om. I. 
610-1. In the MSS. of the Anfdoszs the words καὶ κατασκευάσαντες τὰ περὶ τὴν πόλιν 

intervene between καταπλεύσαντες and οὕτως, and the papyrus would admit of their restoration 
(k[evacavtes ta περι | την πολιν ουτως x.7.A.); but this would make Col. xxxv a rather long 
one, whereas |. 623 stands higher than 1. 609, and it seems more likely that there was 
no disagreement here with other MSS. of the Panegyricus. kat... πόλιν is bracketed 
by B. 
ἡ 613-5. avrois | kale καλων : 80 OA in the Anfid. To read καὶ | καύλων αὐτοις produces 

too great a disproportion in length between ll. 613 and 614. As to what followed 
προειργασμενων there is no clue. 

630. The papyrus most probably had καταφυγουσι; φυγοῦσι Τ' originally. 
638. The slight vestige points to a round letter at the beginning of the line, above and 

slightly to the left of which there is ar by the second hand. Perhaps the original scribe 
wrote oy instead of των. 

645. ev: soT, B.; enous (vulg.) would be too long for the lacuna. The deletion of ν 
at the beginning of the line is probably by the second hand, 
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647. παρίϊδας was originally written for πατριδας ; the correction is probably due to the 
second hand. 

659. συμπεἸνθίησοντας : so Victorius, B.; συμπεθήσοντας I, συμπαθ. E and vulg. The 
ν is broken, but a cannot be read. 

664. ουἼθενι : οὐδενί edd. ; cf. 1. 445, where the corrector has substituted ὃ for 6. 
669. ουτω: SOT; οὕτω τοσοῦτον vulg. 
670. εξείστηκως: om. MSS. Cf. § 171 τοῖς τῶν πολιτικῶν ἐξεστηκόσι. 
677. τας: SOT; τὰς μέν vulg. 
679. και τῆς: SO T; τῆς δ᾽ E, vulg. The deletions in this line and the next are 

probably due to the corrector. 
688. The appearance of the papyrus suggests that the scribe partially erased the 

superfluous letter, which is most probably an ἡ, at the beginning of the line. 
693. The corrector omitted to alter the μ of συμ. 
698. It is unlikely that d:aprayas was originally written, 
701. [εἤχοιμεν av: ἔχω MSS. 
κατα παντων : SO vulg.; καθ᾽ ἁπάντων T. 
708. ουθεις : cf. 1. 664, note. 
713. ενουσαν was originally wrongly divided εἰνουσαν. 
719. The corrector’s k{araloracews is the reading of the MSS. 
72Q. οἱ πολιται προς αλληλους : SOT; πρὸς ἀλλ. of πολ. vulg. 
Fr. (4). This fragment might be placed above 1]. 29, Ἰαστον being restored as εκίαστον 

and an intervening line being lost. 
Fr. (z), which is from the top of a column, may be the end of 1. 363. 
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APPENDIX: I 

Addenda and Corrigenda to‘ Oxyrhynchus Papyri’, Parts 717 and IV. 

For the literature connected with these volumes see the various bibliographies of 
papyri by U. Wilcken and F. Blass in Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung iii, S. De Ricci in 
Rev. des etudes grecques 1905, and P. Viereck in Bursian’s Jahresber.1907. After comparing 
with the originals the suggestions which have been made, we give a list of most of those 
which, whether right or wrong, affect our transcriptions. Supplements of lacunae and 
readings already indicated in our notes are generally ignored. Where the source of the 
correction is not indicated, it is our own. 

III. 404. 4. μιαρον τ: (Deissmann), cannot be read. 
408. 57. αὐλ[οις (Schroeder) is possible, as is his suggestion ἀνθωυξε in 1. 61. The 

following suggestions by him or Fraccaroli are unsuitable: 25. ange [Bovjras, 33. 
παυσεμεν Αμφιτρυωνιαδας, 62. λιπίοισαι, 64. καρίτεμιδι. Whether Fr. (4) belongs to 408 
is very doubtful ; the verso is in a different hand. 

409. 6. to παιδαριον (Leo) is possible. 35. tape|pru|oas (Leo) is possible. 41. 
αδικοῆς ἐστι (Leo) is unsuitable. 45. αδυΐνατον (Kretschmar) is possible. 65. παλιν 
(Leo) does not suit the vestiges very well. 58. 6a] rovroy (Leo) can be read. 63. 
ουτίοι ὃ] εἰσιν (Leo) is possible. 80. μεθηΐκας (Leo) is possible, but not βλαψεις in 
1, 81. - 100. το λοίΐπον ov is inadmissible. 

410. 84. δι[α[θεϊωμενος (Fuhr) can be read. 
411. 36. rs orpartlas (Fuhr) is possible. 
412. 6. 1. veomevOea ovrov for veomerbe awrov (Hefermehl, Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., 

March 31, 1906). 9. 1. mepa (sic) for παρα. 33. [Aare] + ὥριευ (Ludwich, 
Berl. Phil. Wochenschr., Nov. 14, 1903) is possible, and in 1. 35 eJos can be read, 55. 
For επεικ[τη]ς there is not room. 

413. 6. δηλ]ονότι (Sudhaus) is possible, 28. ἐρεἶγμός (Crusius, Herondas, Mimiambi, 
1905, pp. ror sqq.) does not suit the vestige of the letter before » which seems to be « or o. 
53. οἱ πενθοῦντες (Crus.) is unsuitable. 57. Crusius’ proposed reading τ ὃ ἰόντων [πρ]ὸς 
ἀλλήλους is possible but very doubtful. 91. mapadda{é (Crus.) may be right. 112. 
μ]αίνεσ(θαι) ποιήσ(εις) (Sudh.) is possible, but the first letter after the lacuna is more like 6. 
1. δίό]ς plo} for μ... [. .}. 113. 6a|rrov (Sudh.) is unsuitable. 116. ἂν] roi[s ὀδόϊντας 
(Sudh.) is unsuitable. 118 marg. 1. σκληρότερ(ος) for cKxAjpd(s) re (Sudh.). 130. kai 
ex{ei}-(or) (Crus.) is possible, but the next word is not ἀφανεῖς (Sudh.) or ἀόρατοι (Crus.). 
130. xaravyeA[Ao (Crus., Sudh.) is possible. 132. διέφυγον (Crus., Sudh.) cannot be 
read. 133. émapao(6)a (Crus.) is possible. 134. Neither Crusius’ ἐπίπρησσον δὲ 
τὰ νομιζόμενα nor Sudhaus’ ἐπιπεσεῖν ὄντως ὑμῖν φαινόμενα suits the vestiges. 139. [ἢ δ᾽ ἦν 
ἄρα (Crus.) is possible, but not ἐκ]εῖν᾽ ἄρα (Sudh.). 147. μέ τις for μ᾽ ἔρις (Sudh.) is probably 
right. 148. Neither ἄγαμαι nor κατάϊκειμαι (Crus.) nor κωμαστά (Sudh.) is suitable. 151. 
ποῖτε (Sudh.) or ἔρως] τε (Crus.) can be read. 162. κἸεκ[λ]ιμένας (Sudh.) is unsuitable. 
178. ἀγων(ία ὃ) which we printed in the margin against ]. 213 probably refers to this line 
(Crus., Sudh.). 181. λέξω (Sudh.) is possible. 186, λόγῳ (Sudh.) is unsuitable. 
186. π[οτ]έ (Sudh.) is possible, but not πίρίϊν (Crus.). 
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420. 2. ¢[\or[no wy (Fuhr) or αἰπ]λοτζμων (G. G. A. Murray) is possible. vB 
εκθρεψας (Fuhr) is possible, but there is not room for ποτ᾽ in the lacuna before it. 

448. A new fragment belonging to the bottom of Col. xviii contains the beginnings 
of 1]. 263-73 την δ᾽ αἴπαμειβ., δαιμ[ oven, εἰπΐεμεν, ov plev, χαιρίω, ελέΐειν, εἰς [ ave|pes, ovd a{pa, 
ovd eunpe, onua [. 

452. το. |. πρωτοι for πρῶωτον. 
464. 3. στερεσει (Kroll) is inadmissible. 5. σχομΊενην (Iudwich) is possible. 6, ες 

δουλων and £[vere (Kroll, Ludw.) are possible. 12. μίελλαντος (Ludw.) is possible. 
13. καιρονοῖμον (Ludw.) can be read. 14. kpare|poy (Kroll) is unsuitable. 15. φαυλων 
(Kroll) is possible. τό. θεμία (Kroll) can be read. 18. exotev (Kroll) is inad- 
missible. 19. πίροδομίων (Ludw.) is inadmissible, but ofr] εἰπ]ινευσωσι is possible, while 
δηἸλευσωσι κακοι παλιν (Kroll) is inadmissible. 20. καὶι ado (Ludw.) can be read, but 
not δίωμα. 21. 1. εἰσιδοι (for εσιδοι) Ludw., but poly is inadmissible, as is pl oro |kov 
(Kroll). 22. Δηΐμοφιλου (Kroll) and κο]υροφιλου (Ludw.) are not long enough. 28. 
Tau (Kroll) is inadmissible. 35. adda ys (Ludw.) is possible. 37. κακ)ος (Ludw.) - 
or dalos (Kroll) can be read. 38. κινίδυνους (Kroll, Ludw.) is possible. 39. xade| mar 
(Kroll, Ludw.) can be read. 40. πολυτεκνουΐντος (Ludw.) is inadmissible. 43. 
1. ἀριδηλος (Kroll, Ludw.). 45. paptupes ἡ ns (Ludw.) is inadmissible. 54. 1. ek σκοτειης 
(Kroll). 55. ἀνταῖν (Ludw.) is possible. 58. dalelva[v (Ludw.) is possible. 61. 
ρ ζις (Ludw.) is possible. 

471. The Maximus against whom this speech is directed seems to be the praefect 
in 103-7, Vibius Maximus. De Ricci suggests that the erasure of his name on the 
Coptos tariff and the Abu Tufa milestone may be due to these proceedings. 6. 1. dv 
i. 6. br(ep) οὗ for ov (Wilcken). 18. δουδὴν (i. 6. σπουδήν) can be read for δούλην (De 
Ricci). 20. θλιβομένων (Crénert) is possible. 24. offera‘c](Crén.) is unsuitable, but his 
suggestion παντός is possible. 28. γάρ (Crén.) is unsuitable. 62. δο[λ)είων (Wilck.) 
can be read. 75. οὐ can be read for ov, as suggested by T. Nicklin and Crénert, but 
the letters seem to have been deleted. 108. a (Cr6n.) is unsuitable. 131. 
1. Μάξ[ιμε (Wilck.). 142-3. 1. ο[ὐαλέϊριος (Wilck.). 145. 1. τ[ῶν ἐκεῖ (Wilck.). 
146. 1. ἀρ[ χὴν ἔτη δέϊκα (Wilck.). 147. Wilcken restores παιδείᾳ τε καὶ ἐπί]. 181 5: 
Wilcken conjectures παρ᾽ [αὐτοῦ περὶ | τῶν τοιούτων ἀφροδιἰσίω. τ54. Wilcken’s suggestion 
ὁ [δέ does not suit ; καί can be read. 

472. 24. καταγραφόντων (Crén.) is possible. 25. mape x6|évrwv (Crén.) cannot be 
read, τούτοις δ᾽ οὐκ] (Crén.) is possible. - 37. The mutilated word is not οὐκοῦν 
(Cron.). 48. διατεθῆναι (Crén.) is unsuitable. 

481. 2. 1. πρώ τως for οὕτως ; cf. P. Tebt. II. p. 132. 
485. 3. 1. ἐκ for ma(pa). ἐνώπιον cannot be read in ]. 36. 
488. 22. |. [id\av; cf. P. Tebt. II. 327. 28 and 487. 18. 
491. 5. Cronert suggests καθ᾽ ὁνδηποτοῦν τρόπον after αἱρῆται, but the passage is 

hopelessly illegible. 1g. 1. κυβερνώσης (Crén.). 
492. 9. The word before ἐκτείσι is not καί (Crén.), 
494, 44. Probably παρ]ετέθη ; cf. 718. 1 παρετέθ(η). 
495. 9-10. πᾶν διευθύνειν ὡς ἂν αὐτῇ δοκῇ (Crén.) is possible. 
496. 10. ἐάν ποτε συμβῇ (Crén.) is unsuitable, as also is his suggestion αἱρῆιται in 1. 15. 
499. 15. 1. χόρτῳ for χόρτον. 
500. 11-2. 1. ἀπ’ ᾿Ι]ουδαίων and ἀϊκλ]ηρονομήτων (cf. Β. G. U. 868. 12) (Crén.). 
504. τό. ὥστε] χρᾶσθαι αὐτοῖς (Crén.) is unsuitable. 20. [π]ερὶ τοῦτο (Crén.) is 

possible. 44. τοῦ διαϊδόχου (Cr6n.) is not very suitable. 
506. 28, [ἰδ]ιόκτητος (Crén.) can be read, but the following rod renders a proper name 

more likely. 38. παραγραφ ἧς (Crén.) is possible. 
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525. 8. Aa[Boy (Crén.) for λω[το]ῦ is possible. 
530. 8. ἤδη for ἐπέ (Cron.) is unsuitable. 
533. 13. τελί ως] (Crén.) is unsuitable. The letter after γάρ might be almost anything. 

17. 1. εἰς Ha[xé]pxn. 
611. 1. Ματρέα (cf. 529. 13) for perpea (Crén.). 
653. 18 sqq. 1. kapn[ot for καρπί οὔ. 
IV. 659. 64. a{ynxev (Schroeder) is unsuitable. 
660. 9. pada (Wilamowitz) is unsuitable. 
662. 34. αντιπαλων ro πριν (Wilam.) is unsuitable. 39. παρ Evpyrao (Wilam.) is 

unsuitable. 51. Neither avadeoy nor avoradcoy (Wilam.) can be read. 
668. 5. κἾρισιν (Korte) is probable. 8. The corrupt πυὼν is emended by Rutherford 

to πί(ερὶ) ὑῶν, by Korte to m(ept) τῶν, the next word being ποιη(τῶν) in either case. 
664. 155. Λ]υκοφίρων (Wilam.) is unsuitable. 
665. 12. 1. Axpa| yar |r| wor επι. 

666. 163. εκ του (Wilam.) is possible, but the vestiges suit εἰς better than εκ, 
668. Fr. (c) should be turned the other way up and read as diz, belonging to |. 164, 

where 1. g/a|dium. 
680. 3. 1]. pera for peya. 
681. 4. αἰκρου συμίπε᾽ σοϊν τί (Fuhr) is unsuitable. 11. [av}r (Fuhr) is unsuitable. 
682. 5. περ[σ]ήελλει (Fuhr) is possible. 
696. 90. |. «[Aabe, 3 lines being lost between this and the line beginning a (Fuhr). 
697. 38. Perhaps ror{e] ¢[pai|vero εἰναι, as Fuhr suggests. 
7O1. 26-8. Perhaps τῶν νο[μ[ων οὐδε ros αλ]λίοις, as Fuhr suggests. 
705. 41. 1. πρὸς τὸ ταἰμεῖο᾽ νὶ (Wilam.). η8. Wilcken prefers χωρίου to x[dprjov. 
717. 5. μετὰ τούτου (Wilam.) is unsuitable. 
720. 7. Caesarib(us) closs (De Ricci) can be read. 5. senal dus consulfo (Gradenwitz) 

after ef is unsuitable. 15. Wilcken’s suggestion Jeg? for cepz is very doubtful, especially 
the supposed g. 

735. 1. ἀριθμῷ v for ἀριθμῶν (De Ricci). 14. ad cogniega is resolved by Wilcken 
ad cogn(oscendum) lega(tur), by De Ricci ad cogn(ztonem) lega(?t). 15. Serracus for 
Lerraeus (De Ricci) is possible. 16. 1. Gaddius for Gradius (De Ricci). 22. Salmeus 
(De Ricci) is possible. 27. De Ricci suggests cum epistrat(ego) at the beginning of the 
line, which is possible. 29. 1. Eponuchus (De Ricci). 

736. 81 Σεκούντας (Wilam.) is unsuitable. 

APPENDIX 11 

List of Papyri distributed. 

We give here a list of published Oxyrhynchus and Hibeh papyri which have been 

presented to different museums and libraries in Europe and America in addition to those 

of which a list was given in Part IV, pp. 265-71, and also some further details about those 

Oxyrhynchus and Fayfim papyri which in the former list were assigned to America without 

amore precise indication. We have added the present reference numbers (where ascertained) 

of the several institutions to which the papyri now belong. The papyri which do not 
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appear in either list are still at Queen’s College, Oxford. The following abbreviations are 
employed :— 

B. M. = British Museum. The numbers refer to the Catalogue of Greek Papyri. 
Bodl. = Bodleian Library, Oxford. The references are to the hand-list of MSS. 
Bolton = Chadwick Museum, Bolton, Lancashire. 
Bristol = Bristol Museum. 
Brussels = Musées Royaux, Brussels, Belgium. 
Cairo = Museum of Antiquities, Cairo, Egypt. These papyri remain temporarily with us 

at Oxford. 
Cambridge = Cambridge University Library. The numbers refer to the ‘ Additions’. Ὁ 
Carnegie = Carnegie Institute, Pittsburg, U.S.A. 
Charterhouse = Library of Charterhouse School, Godalming, Surrey. 
Chicago = Haskell Oriental Museum, University of Chicago, U.S.A. 
Columbia = Library of Columbia University, New York, U.S.A. 
Cornell = Library of Cornell University, U.S.A. The papyri are numbered MSS. A τοι. 
Dublin = Library of Trinity College, Dublin. 
Edinburgh = Library of Edinburgh University. 
Gen. Theol. = General Theological Seminary, New York, U.S.A. 
Graz = Library of Graz University, Austria. 
Harvard = Semitic Museum of Harvard University, Mass., U.S.A. 
Holyoke = Mount Holyoke College, South Hadley, Mass.U.S.A. 
Johns Hop. = Library of Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, U.S.A. 
Manchester = Museum of Manchester University. 
McCormick = Library of McCormick Theological Seminary, Chicago, U.S.A. 
Michigan = University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan, U.S.A. 
Morgan = Pierpoint Morgan Collection, New York, U.S.A. 
Pennsyl. = Museum of Science and Art, University of Pennsylvania, U.S.A. 
Princeton = Library of Princeton College, New Jersey, U.S.A. 
Smithsonian = Smithsonian Institution, Washington, U.S.A. 
Toronto = Museum of Victoria University, Toronto, Canada. 
Union Theol. = Union Theological Seminary, New York, U.S.A. 
Vassar = Library of Vassar College, Poughkeepsie, New York, U.S.A. 
Wellesley = Wellesley College, Mass., U.S.A. 
Western Res. = Western Reserve University, Cleveland, Ohio, U.S.A. 
Yale = Library of Yale University, U.S.A. 

Oxyrhynchus Papyri. 

254-6. Union Theol. | 294. Princeton. 404. Bodl. Gr. theol. 
Ip 257. eS 295. Columbia. Jf. 10 (P). 

259. Pennsyl. 2798. | 297. Columbia. 405. CambridgeAdd. 
ie) Gr. class. 267. Johns Hop. 298. Princeton. 4413. 

“SONS? 268. Yale. 392. Princeton. 406. McCormick BH 
IL 271. Harvard. 395. Michigan. 88470. I. 

272. Michigan. 408. Yale. 
211. Harvard. 274. Union Theol. ΠῚ 409. Bodl. Gr. class. 
213. Yale. 276. Yale. : δ. 55 (P). 
219. Yale. 287. Columbia. 401-2. Harvard. 410. Bodl. Gr. class, 
250. Pennsyl. 2797. | 293. Columbia. 403. Gen. Theol. 4. 75 (P). 



411. Β. Μ. 1523. 
413. Bodl. Gr. class. 

ὁ. 4 (P). 
414. Columbia. 
415. Graz I. 1930. 
416. Brussels. 
417. Smithsonian. 
418. Harvard. 
419. Brussels. 
420. B. M. 1524. 
421-3. Harvard. 
424, Graz I. 1926. 
425. Brussels. 
426. Toronto. 
427. B. M. 1525. 
428. Harvard. 
429. Manchester. 
430-1. Harvard. 
432. Graz I. 1929. 
433. CambridgeAdd. 

4414. 
434, Harvard. 
435-6. Yale. 
437. Brussels. 
438. Yale. 
439. Bolton. 
440. Manchester. 
441. Brussels. 
442. Dublin Pap. E. 

8. 
443. Graz I. 1927. 
444, Yale. 
446-7. Harvard. 
448. Cornell. 
458. Harvard. 
459. Columbia, 
460-2. Harvard. 
464. Bodl. Gr. class. 

a. 15 (P). 
465. B. M. 1526. 
466. Columbia. 
467. Bodl. Gr. class. 

J- 73 (P). 
468. Edinburgh. 
469. Chicago. 
470. Dublin Pap. F. 

8 
471. Bodl. Gr. class. 

a. το (P). 
472. Morgan, 
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473. B. M. 1527. 
474, Manchester. 
475. Charterhouse. 
476. Chicago. 
477. Columbia. 
478, Brussels. 
479-80. Chicago. 
481. Gen. Theol. 
482. Chicago. 
483. Pennsyl. 2822. 
485. Bodl. Gr. class. 

c. 56 (P). 
486. Columbia. 
487. Chicago. 
488. Brussels. 
489. B. M. 1528. 
490. Graz I. 1920. 
491. Morgan. 
492. Dublin Pap.C. 4. 
493. Toronto. 
494, B. M. 1529. 
495. Brussels. 
496. Bodl. Gr. class. 

a. 9 (P). 
497. Yale. 
498. Toronto. 
500. Graz III. 1918. 
502-3. Cornell. 
504. Bodl. Gr. class. 

c. 57 (P). 
505. Cornell. 
506. 

507. 

508. 

509. 

510. 

511. 

512. 

513. 

Harvard, 
Brussels, 
Cornell. 
Brussels. 
Chicago. 
Graz I. 1931. 
Chicago. 
Toronto. 

514. Vassar. 
515. Smithsonian. 
516-8. Pennsyl. 

2799-2801. 
519. Brussels. 
520-1. Columbia. 
522. Yale. 
523. Cornell. 
524—5. Vassar. 
526-7. Pennsyl. 

2802-3. 

528. Dublin Pap.F.9. 
529. Pennsyl. 2804. 
530. B. M. 1530. 
531-2. Pennsyl. 

2805-6. 
533. Harvard. 
534-40. Columbia. 
541. Cornell. 
543-9. Cornell. 
551. Princeton. 
552-3. Harvard. 
555-7. Harvard. 
559. Harvard. 
561-72. Johns Hop. 
574. Bodl. Gr. class. 

Ff 74 (P). 
575. Chicago. 
577-8. Chicago. 
579. Gen. Theol. 
580. Johns Hop. 
582. Johns Hop. 
583-4. Michigan. 
585-8. Johns Hop. 
590-8. Holyoke. 
599. Gen. Theol. 
605-7. Yale. 
609-10. Chicago. 
611. Carnegie. 
612. Pennsyl. 
613. Princeton. 
615. Princeton. 
616-7. Yale. 
618-20. Princeton, 
621-7. Yale. 
628-32. Pennsy]. 

2807-11. 
633. Union Theol. 
638. Yale. 
639-43. UnionTheol. 
645. Yale. 
646. Manchester. 
648-50. Pennsyl. 

2793-5- 
652. Pennsyl. 2796. 
653. Bodl. Gr. class. 

c. 58 (P). 

IV. 

654. B. M. 1531. 
655. Harvard. 
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656. Bodl. Gr. bibl. 
d. 5 (P). 

657. B. M. 1532 
658. Yale. 
659. B. M. 1533. 
660. Graz I. 1923. 
661. Cairo. 
662. B. M. 1533. 
663. CambridgeAdd. 

4415. 
664. Cairo. 
665. Toronto. 
666. Bodl. Gr. class. 

d. 76 (P). 
667. Dublin Pap. F. 

Io. 
668. B. M. 1532. 
669. Cairo. 
670-2. Wellesley. 
673. Brussels. 
674. Dublin Pap. F. 

Il, 
675. Graz I. 1922. 
676-8. Wellesley. 
679. Brussels. 
680. Manchester. 
681. Johns Hop. 
682. Edinburgh. 
683. Manchester. 
684. Johns Hop. 
685. Bodl. Gr. class. 

Δ 15 (P). 
686. B. Μ. 1534. 
687. B. M. 1535. 
688. B. M. 1536. 
689. Wellesley. 
690. Brussels. 
691-2. Wellesley. 
693-5. Princeton. 
696. Pennsyl. 2814. 
697. Dublin Pap. E.9. 
698. Wellesley. 
699, Dublin Pap. F. 

11. 
700--2. Harvard. 
703. Bodl. Gr. class. 
& 51 (P). 

704. Pennsyl. 2820. 
705. CambridgeAdd. 

4416, 
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706. Pennsyl. 2823. 
707. Morgan. 
708. Manchester. 
709. Bodl. Gr. class. 

e. 88 (P). 
710. Brussels. 
711. GrazI. 1925. 
712. δῖτο: 
713. B. M. 1537. 
714. B. M. 1538. 
715. Bristol. 
716. 

4418. 
717. Cairo. 
718. Columbia. 
719. Yale. 
720. Bodl. Lat. class. 

d. 12 (P). 
721. Cairo. 
722. Columbia. 
723. Cairo. 
724. Carnegie. 
725. Toronto. 
726. Cairo. 
727. B. M. 15309. 
728. Cairo. 
729. B. M. 1540. 
730. Cairo. 
731. Manchester. 
732-4, Cairo. 
735. Morgan. 

9. Holyoke. 
14. Michigan. 
19. Chicago. 
20. Pennsyl. 
22. Pennsyl. 
23. Chicago. 
53. Pennsyl. 
58. Pennsyl. 
59. Pennsyl. 
60. Pennsyl. 
63. Pennsyl. 
64. Yale. 
65. Pennsyl. 2779. 
77. Pennsyl. 2780. 

2776. 
2782. 

2789. 
2791. 
2788. 
2783. 
2781. 

CambridgeAdd. 
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736. Brussels. 
737. Western Res. 
738. Graz I. 1921. 
739. Cairo. 

740. CambridgeAdd. 

4417. 
741. Cambridge Add. 

4419. 
742. B. M. 1541. 
743. Brussels. 
744, Toronto. 
745. Columbia. 
746. Brussels. 
747. Charterhouse. 
748. Western Res. 
749. Cairo. 

750. Western Res. 
751. Cairo. 
752. Western Res. 
753. Toronto. 
754-5. Princeton. 
756-8. Yale. 
759. Brussels. 
760. Graz I. 1928. 
761, Harvard. 
762. Pennsyl. 2815. 
763. Cairo. 
764-5. Harvard. 
766-9. Johns Hop. 
770. Bolton. 
771. Manchester. 

Bristol. 
Brussels. 
Johns Hop. 
Pennsyl. 2821. 
Pennsyl. 2817. 
Cairo. 
Pennsyl. 2818. 
Cairo. 
Dublin Pap. F. 

772. 
773. 
774, 
775. 
776. 
777. 
778. 
779. 
780. 

12. 
781. 
782. 
783. 
784. 
785. 
786. 

Pennsyl. 2819. 
Pennsyl. 2816. 
Edinburgh. 
B. M. 1542. 
Morgan. 
Cairo. 

787. Columbia. 
788. Morgan. 
789-91. Columbia. 
792. Toronto. 
793-4, Cairo. 
795. Morgan. 
796-7. Columbia. 
798. Morgan. 
799-801. Cairo. 
802. Graz I. 1933. 
803. Harvard. 
804. Toronto. 
805. McCormick BH 

88470. 2. 
806. Cairo. 

Fayim Papyri. 

80. Pennsyl. 2787. 
81. Pennsyl. 2790. 
86. Pennsyl. 2792. 
86 (a). Yale. 
94. Princeton. 

. Princeton. 

. Princeton. 

. Columbia. 

. Yale. 

. Yale. 

. Pennsyl. 2785. 
. Pennsyl. 2786. 

120. Pennsyl. 2784. 
137-8. Yale. 

145. Harvard. 
147-50. Harvard. 
154. Michigan. 
156. Michigan. 
158-9. Michigan. 
190-5. Princeton. 
222. Harvard. 
225. Harvard. 
227. Harvard. 
230. Harvard. 
239. Princeton. 
241. Cornell. 
243. Cornell. 
245-7. Cornell. - 

807. McCormick BH 
88470. 3. 

808. Cairo. 
809. Carnegie. 
810. Cairo. 
811-2. Vassar. 
813. Brussels. 
814. Carnegie. 
815-7. Cairo. 
818. B. M. 1543. 
819. Vassar. 
820. Cairo. 
821. Vassar. 
822. Wellesley. 
823. Brussels. 
824. Wellesley. 
825. Cairo. 
826. Wellesley. 
827. Cairo. 
828. Graz I. 1934. 
829. Wellesley. 
830-1. Gen. Theol. 
832. B. M. 1544. 
833. CambridgeAdd. 

4420. 
834. CambridgeAdd. 

4421. 
835. Gen. Theol. 
836. Brussels. 
837-8. Cairo. 
839. Bodl. Gr. class. 

c. 59 (P). 

250. Chicago. 
251. Cornell. 
253. Pennsyl. 2777. 
255-7. Michigan. 
261. Pennsyl. 2778. 
263. Columbia. 
265. Yale. 
267. Yale. 
268. Holyoke. 
271. Princeton. 
272-3. Yale. 
274-7. Chicago. 
291-3. Union Theol. 
296. Johns Hop. 



299. Harvard. 
804. Johns Hop. 
306. Johns Hop. 

35-6. Harvard. 
37. Carnegie. 
39. Brussels. 
42. Graz I. 1924. 
43. Carnegie. 
44. Yale. 
46. Morgan. 
49. Yale. 
54. Toronto. 
55-6. Yale. 
60. McCormick BH 
88442. 1. 
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314—7. Cornell. 
320-1. Harvard. 
331. Johns Hop. 

333. Johns Hop. 
335. Yale. 
338. Cornell. 

Lfibeh Papyri. 

61. McCormick BH 
88442. 2. 

62. Brussels. 
. Pennsyl. 2824. 
. Pennsyl. 2825. 
. Harvard. 
Carnegie. 

. Carnegie. 
. Carnegie. 
. Columbia. 
. Smithsonian. 
. Smithsonian. 

123. Western Res. 
125-7. Gen. Theol. 
129. McCormick BH 

88442. 3. 
134. Brussels. 
135 McCormick BH 

88442. 4. 
136. Cairo. 
138. Graz I. 1932. 
139. McCormick BH 

88442. 5. 
140. Brussels. 

58:9 

343. Johns Hop. 
347-8. Johns Hop. 

141—4, Columbia. 
149. Princeton. 
152-3. Princeton. 
154. Vassar. 

155. Smithsonian. 
157-8. Harvard. 
159-62. Yale. 

163. Princeton. 
164. Cairo. 
165. Princeton. 
168. Graz I. 1919. 
170. Smithsonian. 



ἅγιος 14, 21, 29. 
ἁγνευτήριον 8, 13. 
ἀδικεῖν τ. 
ἀλλά 2, 5, 16, 45. 
ἀλλάσσειν 19. 
ἄλλος 18. 
ἀνέρχεσθαι 27. 
ἄνθρωπος 5, 39: 
ἀπό 44. 
ἀποκρίνεσθαι 30. 
ἀπολαμβάνειν 4. 
ἀρχιερεύς το. 
αὐλητρίς 36. 
αὐτός 3, 7, 8, II, 24, 30. 

βάλλειν 33. 

βάπτειν 43. 
βαπτίζειν 15, 42. 

βάσανος 7. 

γάρ 3, 16. 

Δαυείδ 25. 

δέρμα 35. 
διά 25. 

ἐγώ 41, 42. 
εἰ 18. 
εἶναι 17, 23. 

εἰς 8. 
εἰσάγειν 8. 
ἐκεῖνος 24, 39- 

ἐκτός 35. 

ἐν 4, 9, 23, 25) 33, 43+ 
ἔνδοθεν 39. 
ἐνδύεσθαι 27. 
ἔνδυμα 109, 27+ 
ἐνταῦθα 23. 
ἐπιθυμία 38. 
ἐπιτρέπειν 12. 
ἔρχεσθαι 28, 44. 
ἕτερος 25, 26. 

LN Da CBS 

INDEX I. 840. 

fon 44 (ἢ). 
fads 4. 

ἡμέρα 34. 

ἱερόν 9, 17, 23. 

ἱστάναι 21. 

καθαρεύειν 23, 24. 
καθαρός 18, 28. 
κακία 41. 
κακοῦργος 5. 
καλλωπίζειν 38. 
κατέρχεσθαι 26. 
κλῖμαξ 26. 
κόλασις 6. 
κύων 33. 

λέγειν II, 24, 31, 42. 

Aeveis 10 (?). 
λευκός 27. 

λίμνη 25. 
λούειν 14, 19, 24, 32, 37": 

μαθητής 15, 22, 42. 
μή 2, 18, 31, 42. 
μήν 15. 
pyre 14. 

μολύνειν τό. 
μόνος 4. 
μυρίζειν 36. 

νίπτεσθαι 34. 

νύξ 34. 

ὅμοιος 3. 
ὄνομα 11. 
ὁρᾶν 13, 20, 31. 
ὅς 18, 33, 42. 
ὅσπερ 35. 
οὐ 3. 
οὐαί 31, 45. 
οὐδέ 20. 

οὐδείς 18. 

οὖν 23. 
οὗτος 13, 17, 32. 

παραλαμβάνειν 7. 

πᾶς I. 
πάσχειν 3. 
πατεῖν 17, 20. 

περιπατεῖν 9. 
πληροῦν 40. 

πολύς 6. 
πόρνη 36. 
πούς 18. 
πρό I. 
πρός 30, 38. 
προσβλέπειν 20. 
προσέρχεσθαι 9. 
προσέχειν 2. 
πρότερον 1. 
πως 2. 

σκεῦος 14, 21, 30. 

σκορπίος 35 
͵ 

σμήχειν 35, 37: 
σοφίζεσθαι I. 
σύ 12, 15, 23, 32- 

σύν 22. 
, 

συντυγχάνειν IT. 

σωτήρ 12, 30. 

τίς 12. 
τις 10. 

τόπος 17. 
τότε 28. 

τυφλός 31. 

ὕδωρ 33, 43: 
ὑμεῖς 3. 
ὑπομένειν 6, 

Φαρισαῖος 10. 

χεῖν 32. 

χοῖρος 33. 
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841. 

Large Roman numerals refer to poems: sch. = scholium. 

ἤλβδηρα II. 5 sch.; Fr. 2.i sch.; II. 69 sch.; 
Fr. 5. 5 sch. 

᾿Αβδηρῖται II. 3 sch. 
Ἴλβδηρος II. 1, 104. 
ἀγαθός 11. 43 sch.; III. 95 sch. 
dyaxkens IV. 12; V. 48. 
ἀγαυός IX. 36. 
ἀγγέλλειν 11, 77. 
ἄγγελος VI. τοι. 
ἄγειν I, 8; VI. 103. 
ἁγεῖσθαι Frs, 129-31. 11. 
ἀγλαΐα III. 5. 
ἀγλαο- III. 1. 
ἀγλαός VI. 62; VII. 3; Fr. 26. 6 (?). 
ἁγνίζειν Frs. 129-31. 6 sch. 
ἄγριος 11. 61. 
ἀγχίθεος VII. το. 
ἀγών VI. 60. 
ἀδαέστερος IV. 27. 
ἄδορπος VI. 128. 
ἄεθλον IV. 22. 
ἀεί ν.]. 11. 52. 
ἀέλιος IX. 1. 
ἀέξειν ν. 1. VI. το. 
ἀήρ VI. 137. 
᾿Αθαΐνα.... Fr. 28. 4. 
ἀθάνατος VI, 50; Fr. 16. 17. 
᾿Αθηναῖοι 11. 29 sch.; V. 35 sch. 
ἄθλον II. 57 sch. 
ἁθρόος IV. 42. 
“Adws II. 63 sch. 
Aiyaios Fr, 19. 27. 
Atywa VI. 125 sch., 134 sch., 137. 
αἰδώς 11. 51. 
αἰεί 11. 52 (v. 1. det). 
diew VI. 8, 
αἴθεσθαι VI. 97. 
αἰθήρ 111. 17; VII. τα (?). 
αἶκλον V. 45 sch, 
αἱρεῖν V. 36. 
αἶσα II. 58. 
αἰχματάς II, 62. 

ἀκερσεκόμας IX. 45. 
ἄκναμπτος VI. 88. 
ἀκολούθως Fr. 95. 4 sch. 
ἄκος IV. 26. 
ἄκοτος I. 3. 

ἀκτίς IX. τ. 
᾿Αλέξανδρος ΕἾ. 96. 2 sch.; ΕἾ, 129-31. 1 

sch. 
ἀλέξειν VI. ro (v. 1. ἀρήξειν and ἀέξειν). 
ἁλιξ IV, 36. 
ἅλις IV. 24. 
ἀλιτήριος Frs. 129-31. 1 sch. 
ἀλκά 11. 37 and sch. 
ἄλκιμος VI. 98. 
ἀλλά 11. 55 sch., 73; IV. 28; VI. 54, 105, 

128; IX. 7. 
ἄλλοθι IV, 48. 
ἄλλος 11. 63; VI. 118 sch. 
ἅλμα Fr. 33. 5. 
as VI. 100. 
ἄλσος VI. 14. 
ἅλωσις VI. 82. 
ἄμ ΙΧ. τό. 

apa... Fr. 21. 7 sch, 

ἀμαξιτός Fr. τό. 6. 
ὦμαρ II. 76. 

ἀμαχανία 1V. 26; VI. το. 
ἀμάχανος VI. 53; IX. 3. 
ἀμβροσία Fr. 46. 2. 
ἀμβρόσιος IX. 35. 
ἄμβροτος III. 16; VI. 140. 
ἀμείβεσθαι IV. 15. 
apepa IX, 3. 
ἀμπελόεις 11. 25. 
ἀμύνεσθαι II. 63 sch. 
ἀμφί 11. 97. 
dude... Fr. 26. 3. 
ἀμφιβαίνειν Fr. 33. 2. 
ἀμφίπολος VI. 117. 
ἄν II, 48 sch. = ava VII. 12. 
ἀνά 11, 97; Ill. 16. ap IX. τό. 
ἀνάδοσις III. 96 sch, 

av VII, 12. 
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ἀναίνεσθαι IV. 36. 
ἀναιρεῖν VI. 118 sch.; Fr. 82. 7 sch. 
ἀναρέπεσθαι (Ὁ) VI. 136. 
ἀναλύειν VI. 94 (inf. dvadvev). 
ἄναξ IV. 35. 

ἀνατιθέναι IX. 39. 
ἀνδρεία 11. 55 sch., 57 sch. 
ἄνεμος VI. 110. 
ἄνευθε Fr, τό. 14. 
ἀνήρ II. 37 and sch., 57; IV. 33; VI. 9; 

Fr. 16. 13; Fr. 82. 29; Fr. 86.1; Fr. 92. 
τ (ὃ); IX. 4, 20; Fr. 134. 3 sch. 

ἄνθεμον Fr. 46. 3. 
ἄνθος I. το. 
ἄνθρωπος ΕἾ. 103. 1 sch. 
ἁνίκα Fr, 82. 26. 
ἄνιππος IV. 27. 
ἀνοιγνύναι Fr. 87. 2. 

avopea IX. 45. 
ἄντα 11. 69. 

ἀντερείδειν VI. 88. 
ἄντεσθαι 11. 42. 
ἀντί, ἀντὶ τοῦ II. 79 sch.; IV. 4 sch., 61 

sch. (?); VI. 59 sch.; Fr. 84. 10 sch.; 
IX. 35 sch. 

ἀντίπαλος II. 43 sch. 
ἀοιδά 111. 12; VI. 128. 
ἀοίδιμος VI. 6. 
ἀόριστος VI. 87 sch. 
ἀπαιτεῖν Fr, 82. 7 sch. 
ἅπας Col. xxv sch. 
ἀπείρων VI. 176. 

ἀπήμων IX. 8. 
ἄπιστος Fr. 19. 23. 
ἀπό II. 3 sch.; V. 35 sch.; VI. 135, 183 

sch.; Fr. 21. 10; Fr. 107 sch.; Frs. 
129-31. 4 sch. 

ἀποδιδόναι 1X. 36 sch. 
ἄποικος II. 3 sch. 
ἀποκτείνειν 11. 73 sch. 
᾿Απόλλων 1. 8; 11. 5; V. 1 ef saep.; VI. 14, 

o1; Fr. 84. 13; IX. 40 (?); Fr. 134. 2 
sch. 

ἀπολογεῖσθαι Fr, 70. 1 sch. 
ἀπομερίζειν Frs. 129-31. 6 sch. 
ἀπορία Fr. 19. 16 sch. 
ἀπόρροια Frs, 129-31. 4 sch. 

ἀποσπᾶν VI. 134 sch. 
ἀπωθεῖσθαι LV. 47. 

dpa VI. 96. 

INDICES 

“Apyos LV. 29 and sch. 
dpera IV. 22; VI. 131, 176. 
ἀρετή Fr. 124 sch. 
ἀρήγειν ν. 1. VI. το. 
*Aptorapyos (?) II. 61 sch; ΕἾ. 82. 35 

sch. (?); Fr. 94. 3 sch.; Frs. 129-31. 6 
sch.; Fr. 134. 9 sch. 

᾽Αριστοφάνης (?) 11. 75 sch.; VI. 89 sch., 181 
sch. 

ἀρκεῖν II. 31. 

ἅρμα Fr. 16. 8. 
ἄρουρα ΙΝ. 25; VI. 106. 

“Aprews IV. τ. 
ἄρχεσθαι VI. 50. 

apxa IX. 20. 
ἀρχή 11. 3 sch. 

᾿Αστερία V. 42. 
ἀστός II. 48; Frs. 129-31. 13. 
ἄστρον VI. 126; IX. 2. 

ἄστυ I. 7; IV. 32. 
᾿Ασωπός VI. 134. 
ἀτραπός IX. 5. 
αὖ II. 80; Fr. 82. 19 sch. 
αὐδά II. ror; IV. 3; VIL. 17. 
αὐλά VII. 3. 
Addis Fr. 139. 2 sch., 3 sch. 
αὐλός III. 94; VII. τα (?); IX. 36 sch. 
avrapxew IV. 37. 

αὐτός 11. 43 sch.; VI. 7 sch.; Fr. 82. 4 sch. 
αὐχεῖν 11. 37 sch. 

αὐχμός VI. 125 sch. 
ἄφαρ VI. 81; Fr. 82. 22. 
*Adpodira II. 5; VI. 4. 

᾿Αχαιοί VI. 85. 
ἄωτος VI. 59 and sch. 

Βαβυλών IV. 15. 
βαθύδοξος II. 58; Fr. 28. 2 (?). 
βαθύζωνος Fr. 47.3 (?)- 
βαθύκολπος VI. 135. 
βαθύς IV. 44; Fr. 16. 15. 
βαίνειν VI. 100. 

βαιός 11. 74. 
βάλλειν IV. το. 
βαρύκτυπος IV. 41. 

βιατάς VI. 84. 

βιόδωρος IV, 26. 
Bios IV. 26 sch.; VI. 117. 
βλώσκειν 1. 1; 11. 73. 

βουνομία IV. 27. 
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βροτήσιος VI. 79. 
βροτός VI. 55; IX. 48. 
βωμός III. 9; VI. 114; VII. 15. 

ya Il. 62; VI. 120. 
IX. 19. 

yap 11. 3 sch., 42, 43 sch., 55 sch.; VI. ἡ, 
54, 62; Fr. 16.13; Fr. 116. 3; IX. 47; 
Frs. 129-31. 4 sch. 

ye IV. 28; VI. 54 (?), 123, 175. 
γενεά I. 9. 
γενεή Fr. 82. 2 sch. 
γένος II. 41; IX. 20. 
γεραιός VI, 113. 
γέρας IV. 30. 
γῆρας 1. 1; VI. 116. 

γίγνεσθαι 11. 57 sch., 79 and sch.; IV. 50 
sch.; Fr. 66. 2 sch. 

γιγνώσκειν IV. 23. 
γλυκυμάχανος IT. 80. 
γλυκύς 11. ror; VI. 59. 
γλῶσσα VI. 59. 
γονεύς II. 55 sch., 73 sch. 
γόνος Fr. 19. 30. 
γράφειν VI. 119 sch., 121 sch., 122 sch. 
γυνά IV. 4. 

γαῖα II. 25; VI. 109; 

δαιμόνιος Fr. 82. 21; IX. 34. 
δαίμων VI. 131. 
Sais I. 8. 
Adduos V. 1 ef saep.; Fr. 47. 2. 
Δᾶλος IV. 12; V. 17 (ἢ), 40. 
δᾶμος Fr. 28. 4. 
8aos II. 40. 
Δαρδανία VI. go. 
Δαρδανίδαι Fr, 82. 27. 
δαρόν I. 9. 
δάφνη Fr. 107 sch. 
δαφνηφορικός Fr. 107 sch. 
δεδοικέναι ΕἾ. 19. 23. 
δεῖν 11. 55 sch., 57 sch. 
δεινός Frs. 129-31. 4 sch. 
δέλτος Fr. 19. 2. 
Δελφοί II. 98; VI.1sch., 16,63; Fr. 134.5 sch. 
δέμας V. 42; VI. 80. 
δέχεσθαι V. 45; VI. 5, 129. 
δηλονότι VI. 11 sch. 
Anpnvos II. 5. 
δηριάζεσθαι VI. 119. 

διά VI. 7 sch.; Frs. 129-31. 3 sch., 6 sch. 
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διαγιγνώσκειν IV. 21. 
διαδιδόναι Fr. 16. 16. 
διαπέρθειν VI. 104. 
διαρπάζειν VI. 118 sch. 

διαστοῦν VI. 96. 
διατρίβειν VI. 134 sch. 

διαφέρειν 11. 43 sch. 
διδόναι 11. 53; IL]. τοῖ (?); IV. 52; V. 41; 

Fr, τό. 12. 
Ou... Fr. 66. 2 sch. 
δικαίως Fr. 84. 12. 
διό VI. 118 sch. 
Διομήδης VI. 76. 
δίς Frs. 129-31. 1 sch. 
διώκειν 11. 4. 
Διώνυσος LV. 25. 
δοκεῖν II. 43 sch.; Fr. 82. 29. 
δόξα Fr. 49. 2. 
δότειρα VII. τ (?). 
δρῦς IV. 52. 
δύναμις 1. 4. 
δύνασθαι 11. 33 sch., 37 sch., 73 sch.; Frs. 

129-31. 1 sch., 4 sch. 
δυνατός VI. 52. δυνατώτερος LV. 5. 
δυσμενής 11. 69. 
δυσχεραίνειν VI. 118 sch. 
δῶμα Fr. 26. 6. 

δώρημα LV. 26 sch. 

Δωριεύς VI. 123. 

eav II. 31 sch., 43 sch. 
ἐᾶν IV. 50, 51. 
ἕβδομος 1V. 38. 
eyyvarife VI. 133. 
ἐγείρειν VI. 108. 
ἐγκατατιθέναι 1]. 61. 
ἐγκεῖσθαι 11. 52. 
ἐγώ II. 26, 102; IV. 21, 49; V. 44; VI. 5, 

58; Fr. 16.16; Fr. 19. 23; Fr. 84. 14; 
Fr. 94. 2 (νῶιν) ; Frs. 129-31. 19 (ἐμίν). 

ἑδνοῦν IV. 4. 
ἔζεσθαι Fr. 19. 18. 
ἐθέλειν 11. 79 and sch.; IV. 28; Fr. 19. 21. 
ἔθνος VI. 64. 
ei 11. 31, 57 sch.; VI. gt. 
εἶδος Fr. 35.1. 
εἰδωλοποιεῖν VI. 130 sch. (?). 
εἰκάδιος Fr. 134. 9 sch.; cf. Fr. 134. 3. 
εἰλιομαν (?) v. 1. VI. 183. 
εἶναι 11. 3 sch., 28, 48 sch. 75 (ἔν = ἐόν) ; 

Y2 
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IV. 27, 35, 49, 52: VI. 11 sch.; Fr. 21. 
4; Fr. 73 sch.; Frs. 129-31. 1 sch., 3 
sch.; Fr. 134. 2 sch. 

εἷς II. 75 sch.; IV. 13 sch. 
eis II. 33 sch.; VI. 1 sch., 7 sch., Col. xxv 

sch, 118 sch.; Fr. 19. 4; IX. 9; Fr. 
139. 2 sch. 

ἐκ III. 95 sch.; Fr. 84. 14 sch.; Fr. 134. 4 
sch. ἐξ dpyas IX. 20. 

‘ExaBa Fr. 82. 27. 
ἑκαβόλος VI. 79, 111; IX. 38. 
ἑκάεργος Fr. 19, 12. 
ἑκάς IV, 35. 
ἕκαστος VI. 62 sch. 

‘Exara II. 78. 
ἑκάτερος Fr. 82. 15 sch. 
ἕκατι IX. 46. 
ἑκατόγχειρ Fr. 82. 31. 
ἑκατόν IV. 37. 
ἐκβάλλειν 11. 63 sch. 

ἐκδικία VIL 118 sch. ἐκδιίκ.. . . Fr. 134. 3 sch. 
ἐκεῖ IV. 50 sch. 
ἐκπονεῖν II. 43 sch. 

ἑκών 11. 102. 
ἐλ...11. 27 sch. 
ἐλαύνειν IIT. 16; IX. 6. 
ἐλαχύνωτος LV, 14. 
“Ἑλένα VI. 95. 

ἑλικάμπυξ IIT. 15. 
“Ἑλικωνιάδες ΕἾ, 16. 14. 
ἑλικῶπις 11. 99. 
Ἑλλάνιος VI. 125. 
Ἑλλήνιος VI. 125 sch. 
‘EdAavis IV. 23. 
Ἑλλάς VI, 62 sch. 
ἐλπίς II. 43 sch. 
ἐμβάλλειν VI. 78. 
ἐμμογεῖν 11. 57 sch. 
ἐμός II. 29; LV. 44; VI. 11 and sch.; Frs. 

129-31. 17. 
ἔμπαν 1]. 29. 
ἔμπεδος II. 27. ἔμπεδον IV. 49. 
ἐν II. 31 sch., 43 sch., 48 sch., 69 sch.; III. 

12; VI. 5, 61, 98, 106, 119 Ssch., 120, 
124 sch., 125 sch.; Fr. 19. 24; Fr. 95. 5 
sch.; IX. 3, 17 sch., 36 sch., 40 sch., 41; 
Fr. 162. 2 sch. 

ἐναίρειν VI. 114. 

ἔνατος Frs. 129-31. 3. 

ἐνεῖναι VI. 123. 

INDICES 

ἔνθα V. 44. 
ἐνιαυτός I. 5. 
evvaernpis Frs. 129-31. 1 sch., 6 sch. 
*Evvocidas IV. 41. 
ἐνοικεῖν 11. 63 sch. 
ἔντεα 11. 74. 
ἔντιμος VI. ττ sch. 
ἐνύπνιον Fr. 82. 19 sch. 
ἐξαίρετος IX. 42. 
ἐξέρχεσθαι Fr. 82. 2 sch. 
ἐξικνεῖσθαι VI. 110, 

ἐξοπίσω II. 27. 
éds IV. 39. 
ἐπαινεῖν IV. 36. 
ἐπεί IV. 80 sch.; V. 40; VI. 7 sch. 98; 

Fr. 17. 3; Fr. 84. 15 sch. 
ἔπειτα II. 65; IV. 46; VI. 105. 
ἐπενθρώσκειν VI. 114. 
ἐπέρχεσθαι I. 7; 11. 63 sch. 

ἕπεσθαι Fr. 22. 3 (°). 
ἔπηλυς II. 48 sch. 

ἐπί I. 3; IV. 16 sch.; VI. 7 and sch., roo, 
116, 134 and sch., 140; Fr. 1g. 10 sch., 
27; Fr. 26.7; Fr. 82. 11 sch, 

ἐπιπίπτειν 11. 64. 
ἐπίσκοτος IX. 5. 
ἐπιτελεῖν Fr, 82. 18 sch., 19 sch.; IX. 34 

sch. 
ἐπιτέλλειν IX. 28—9 sch. 

ἐπιτίθεσθαι 11. 48 sch. 
ἐπιτρέπειν IX. 46. 
ἐπιχώριος IV. 46; VI. 138. 
ἔπος 1V. 5; VI. Col. xxv sch.; VII. 2 sch.; 

Fr. 84. Io. 
ἔρασθαι VI. 58; Fr. 19. 29. 
épyov Fr. 87. 3. 

ἐρέπτειν 1. 9. 
ἐρευνᾶν Fr. 16. 15. 
"Epexevs V. 45 sch. 

ἐρῆμος LV. 47. 
ἐρίζειν VI. 87 and sch. 
ἐρικυδής V. 39. 
Ἐρινύς Fr, 82. 30. 
ἐρίπνη V. 21 sch. 
ἑρκεῖος VI. 114. 

ἕρπειν II. 26. 
ἔρρειν II. 33 sch. 
ἔρχεσθαι 11. 68; VI. 9, 100; Fr. 16. 15; 

Fr. 82. 5 sch.; Fr. 137. 2 sch. 
és IV. 44; VI. 115; VII. 3. 
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ἐσλός II. 102, 
éras VI. το. 
ἔτι Frs. 129-31. 21. © 
ἔτος VI. 62 sch.; Frs. 129-31. 6 sch. 
evayns V. |. Fr. 19. 25. 
evayopia 11. 67. 
evavrns VII. 18. 
evavyns Fr. 19. 25, V. |. εὐαγής and vava- 

yas (2). 
Εὔβοια V. 35. 
εὐβουλία II. 50. 
εὐδία 11. 52. 
εὐερκής IV. 45. 
εὐετηρία Ν]. 62 sch. 
εὐθετεῖν II. 43 sch. 
εὐθέως Fr. 82. 18 sch. 
εὐθυμία 1. 2. 
εὔκαρπος 11. 26. 
εὐκλεής II. 103. 
εὐμαχανία Fr. 16. 11. 
εὐμενής 11. 78; V. 45. 
εὐνά Fr. 19. 20. 
ewvatew VI. 128. 
εὐνομία I, 10. 
Evédvrios LV. 35, 60 sch. 
evodpos II. 97. 
εὔπεπλος Fr. τό. 10. 
εὐπλεκής III. 12. 
Εὔριπος IX. 49. 
εὑρίσκειν VI. 53. 
εὐρυβίας VI. 103 ; IX. 41. 
εὐρύοπα VI. 134; Fr. 82. 24. 
εὐρύς VI. 60, 96, 120. 
εὐρυφαρέτρα VI. τι. 
εὔφρων VI. 115. 
εὔχεσθαι VI. 64, 125 sch. 
ἔφοδος II. 43 sch. 
ἐφορᾶν II. 29. 
ἔχειν IV. 48; V. 39; VI. Col. xxvsch., 57; 

Fr. 26. 3; Frs. 129-31. 4 sch. 
ἐχθρός 11. 32, 54. 

ζάθεος 11. 63; VI. 5. 
ζάκοτος 1X. 18. 
Zéabos IX. 44. 
ζευγνύναι Frs. 129-31. 20. 
Ζεύς IV. 41; VI. 1, 94, 125 and sch.; Fr. 

19. 21; Fr.g2.3; IX. 7. 
Ζηνόδοτος IV. 58 sch.; VI. 55 sch., 59 sch., 

118 sch., 119 sch., 183 sch, 
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ἤ 11. 37 sch., 43 sch., 48 sch.; VI. 118 sch. ; 
IX. 6, 14-7, 17 sch., 19. 

ΙΝ. 21, 25. =€dy (?) Fr. 19. 21. 
ἤδη 11. 55. 
ἡμεῖς II. 55 sch. 
ἡμέτερος 11. 73 sch., 77 sch. 
ἡνίκα II, 29 sch.; Fr. 82. 4 sch, 
Ἥρα VI. 88. 

ἥρως LV. 58 sch. (?). 
ἡσυχία 11. 33; IV. 7. 
ἤτοι VI. 118 sch., 130 sch. (?). 
ἦτορ VI. 12. : 

θαλία VI. 14. 

θάλλειν II. 52. 
θαμά 11. 98; Fr. 19. 27- 
θαμινά VI. τό. 
θάμνος IV. 52. 
θαρρεῖν II. 23 sch. 
θεά III. 15; VI. Col. xxy sch. 
Θεμίγονος I. 6. 
θεμίξενος VI. 131. 
θέμις Fr. 84. 15 sch.; IX. 41. 
θεράπων V. 45. 

θέρος IX. 17 and sch. 
θεσπέσιος VII, τ. 
Θέτις VI. 84. 
θεός II. 54, 65 andsch.; ΙΝ. 17; VI. 51, 61, 

80, 94, 112; Fr. 82. 4 sch.; Fr. 95. 3 
sch. 

Θέων 11, 37 sch. 
Θήβα 1. 7. 

Θῆβαι Fr. 82. 11 sch.; ΙΧ. 9, 40 sch. 
Θηβαῖοι ΕἾ. 134. 7 sch, 

Onp Fr. 26. 5. 
θνήσκειν 11. 55 sch. 
θοάς IX. ἡ. 
θοός VI. 18. 
θρασύς VI. 86; v. 1. Fr. 96. τ. 
Θραϊκία II. 25. 
Θρονία II. 1. 

θρόος IX. 36. 
θυγάτηρ Fr. τό. 10; Fr. 19. 22. 
θύειν III. 96 sch.; VI. 62. 
θυόεις 111. 8. 
θώραξ II. τ sch. 

Ἰάων II. 3. 
ἰέναι Fr. 17. 2. 
ἰεπαιάν LV, 31, 62. 
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ἱερόν VI. 125 sch. κατερείπειν ΕἾ. 82. 33. 

ἱερός III. 93. ἱερώτατον Fr. 82.2; Fr. 87. 3. | κατοικεῖν LV. 60 sch.; Fr. 139. 3 sch. 
ifew VI. 93. κε(ν) LV. 50; VI. go. 
PLAS ΓΝ. 5τὺ δ; WA, ai, 122. κέαρ IV. 61 sch.; Fr. 82. 21. 
inios II. 35, 71, 107; V. τ ef saep.; Fr. | κεδνός IV. 58 sch.; VI. 12, 105. 

28. 3. κεῖνος II. 68; Frs. 129-31. 19. 
tad... (εἰκάδιος ?) Fr. 134. 3 sch. κελαδεῖν 11. ror; VII. 17; v.1. Fr. τό. 5. 
ἱκετεύειν IX. 8. κελαδεννός V. 46. 

ἱκνεῖσθαι VI. 116. κελαινεφής VI. 55. 
Ἴλιον VI. 81, 104; Fr. 82. 32. κέλης Fr. 46. 4. 
ivep... Frs. 129-31. 18. κενέωσις 1X. τό. 
ἵνα VI. 11 sch., 140. Kéos IV. 60 sch. 
Ἰόνιος Fr. 46. 4 (?). κεραυνός IV. 43. 
ἱππικόν II. 43 sch. Κέως IV. 7, 13 sch. 
ἵππιος Fr. 26. 3. Κηφισός VI. 7 sch. 
ἵππος II. 41, 43 sch.; VI. 107; Fr. 16. | κίων Fr. go. 4. 

6 (?), 7. κλάζειν Fr. 82. 20. 
ἱπποσόας IX. 7. κλᾶρος IV. 48. 
ἱπποχάρμας II. 104. κλέπτειν 1X. 3. 

' toam Fr. 22. 3. kAwew Fr. 84. 11. 
Ἴσμίην.... Fr. τότ. κλύειν VI. 58. 
Ἰσμήνιον IX. 35 sch., 40 sch. KAvpevos Fr. 82. 8 sch. 
᾿Ισμήνιος Fr. 26. 7. κλυτόμαντις VI. 2; Frs, 129-31. 22. 
Ἰσμηνός Fr. 138. 1 sch. (?). κλυτός ν.]. VI. 14; Fr. 84. 13. 
ἰσόρυθμος Fr. go. 2. κοινός, kata κοινοῦ VI. 11 sch. 
ἴσος VI. 54. ἴσως 1]. 106 sch. κοινᾶσθαι Fr. 84. 11. 
ἵστασθαι 11. 38, 99. Κοῖος Fr. 19. 22. 
ἰσχύς IX. 4. κόμα VI. 138. 
ἰχθύς IV. 20. κόρα VI. 16; Fr. τό. 11; IX. 43. 
Ἰωνία II. 3 sch. κορυφά VI. 93; VII. 12; Fr. 82. 23. 

kpaivew 11. 103; IX. 34. 
Κάδμος IX. 44. κράτιστος Fr. 19. 28 (v. 1. κάρτιστος). 
καίειν Frs. 129-31. 10. κρέας VI. 118 sch. 
καινός LV. 38 sch. Κρήτη IV. 50 sch.; Fr. 134. 4 sch. 
καιρός II. 31 sch., 34. Κρόνιος VI. 68; Fr. 26. 6. 
κάλαμος IX. 36. Κρονίων Fr. 82. 25. 
καλεῖν II. 5 sch., 96; Fr. 19. 26. Kpovos VI. 134. 
καλός 1]. 66. κρύπτειν VI. 138. 
κάμνειν 11. 27. κτᾶσθαι II. 59. 

καπνός III. 96 sch. κτείνειν VI. 119; inf. κτάνεν VI. 119 sch. 
Καρθαία IV. 13. κτίζειν 11. 29 sch.; V. 39. 
καρπός IX. 14. κυανόκομος ν.]. VI. 83. 
κάρτιστος V. 1, Fr. 19. 28. κυανόπλοκος VI. 83 (v. |. kuavéxopos). 
Κασταλία VI. 8. κῦμα VI. 100. 
Καστάλιος ΕἾ. 134. 1 sch. κυπάρισσος LV. 50 and sch. 
κατά 1]. 43 sch.; IV. 6; VI. 11 sch. κύριος Fr. 116. 2 sch. 
καταβαίνειν 11. 34; VI. 13, 60. κωλύειν VI. 118 sch. 
κατακλύζειν IX. το. 

καταλέγειν VI. 129; ΕἾ. 84. 15 sch. λαγχάνειν IV. 53. 
κατάσκιος VI, 139. λαμβάνειν 11. 3 sch.; VI. 130. 
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λάμπειν IIT. 95. sch. 
λανθάνειν VI. 110. 
λαός I. g; 11. 3, 48; VI. 179. 
Aarvidas VI. 15; Fr. 33. 4 (?). 
Λατώ Ν, 44. 
λέγειν IV. 39; VI. 11 sch.; VII. 13; Fr. 

19. 16 sch.; Fr. 71. 4 sch.; Fr. 82. 33; 
IX. 35 sch.; Frs. 129-31. 4 sch., 7 sch. 

λείπειν 11. 36, 72, 108; LV. 29, 45. 
λευκώλενος VI, 87. 
λέχος VI. 140; Fr. 19. 10 sch.; IX. 35, 42. 
λέων VI. 7 sch. 
λῆμμα 1]. 37 sch. 
λίαν IV. 48; Fr. 162. 1. 
λιμός VI. 64. 
λίσσεσθαι VI. 3. 
Aravevew IX. 38. 
λόγος 11. 77; IV. 35; Fr. 82. 24; Fr. 84. 

14 sch. 
λοιπός II. 33 sch.; Fr. 84. 8. 
Λοξίας VI. 60. 

λοχεία Fr. 19. 10 sch. 
λυτός Fr. 86. 3 (?). 
μαίεσθαι IV. 36. 
μάκαρ IV. 46; Fr. 48. 2. 
μάλα Fr, 84. 12. 
μαλακός IT. 52. 
μᾶλλον II. 48 sch. 
μάν 11. 39. 
μανίειν 11. 46. 
μαντεία Fr. 65. 2 sch. 
μαντεύεσθαι Fr. 82. 1 sch.; Fr. 129. 3 sch. 
μάντις Fr. 26. 9 ; Fr. 84.133; Fr. 95. 6 sch. (?). 
μάρνασθαι 1]. 39. 
μάταιος IV, 34. 
μάτηρ 1]. 28, 29; II. 6; ΙΝ. 44; VI. 12, 

105; IX. 2. 
parpos Fr, 27. 2. 
μεγαλόκοτος IX. 17 sch. 
μέγας II. 26; IV. 48; VI. 90; Fr. 84. το. 
μεδέων VI. 124. 
Μέλαμπος IV. 28. 

Μελάμφυλλον 11. 69 and sch. 
μέλι VI. 59. 
Media IX. 35, 43. 
peAtyapus 111. 11; V. 47. 
μέλλειν 11. 57 sch., 77 sch. 
μέλπεσθαι VI. 17. 
μέν Il. 53; IV. 22; VI. 51; Fr. 84. 14; 

Fr. 90. 3; Frs. 129-31. 18. 
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μένος VI. 88. 
μέντοι VI, 11 sch. 
μέρος IV. 38. 
μετά II. 43 sch.; Fr. 95. 5 sch. (ἢ); IX. 21, 

36 sch.; Frs. 129-31. 4 sch. 
μεταπορεύεσθαι IX. 49 sch. 
μετρίως I, 3 sch. 
μέτρον I. 3; VI. 121. 
μέχρι VI. 62 sch. 

μή 11. 26; IV. τό sch.; VI. 91, 115. 
μήδεσθαι IX, τ. 
μῆδος TX. 37. 
μήν 1]. 75: 

μήποτε II. 36, 72, 1083; Fr. 84. 14 sch. 
μήτε VI. 116. 

μιγνύναι Fr. Ig. 29; IX. 43. 

μιν 11. 73; VI. 115 (v. 1. mv); Fr. 19. 24 
(v. 1. νιν), 26; Frs. 129-31. 18. 

Μναμοσύνα VI, 56; Fr. 16. 11. 
μοῖρα II. 64. 
μοίριος (μυριος Pap., v. 1. Πύθιος) VI. 118. 

Μοῖσα IV. 24; VI. 181. 
Μοισαῖος IX. 39. 
Μολοσσίς VI. τορ. 
μολπά IT. 96. 
povapxeiv LV. 29. 
μόριον 111. 95 sch. 
μόρσιμος VI. 94. 
Μοῦσα Fr. 95. 3 sch. 

μόχθος 11. 33 and sch. 
Μυρμιδόνες VI. 107. 

ναίειν 11. 24; IV. 21; V. 36. 
Nais II. 1. 

ναός III. 7. 
νᾶσος V. 39; VI. 124. 
vavayns (?) v. 1. Fr. 19. 25. 
ναυπρύτανις VI. 130. 
ναύτας Fr. 19. 26. 
νέκυς VI. 98. 
νέμειν VI. 54; Fr. 33. 4. 
νεόπολις 11. 28. 
Νεοπτόλεμος VI. 102. 

veos VI. 122; IX. 20. 
νέφος VI. 92. 
νηλής Fr. 26. 5. 
νῆσος 1V. 16 sch. 
νικᾶν 11. 63 sch. 

νικαφορία ΕἾ. 48. 3. 
νίκη II. 43 sch., τοῦ sch. 

νεώτερος IX. 6. 
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vv IV. 15; v.]. VI. 115; VI. 180; v. 1. Fr. 
19. 24; Fr. 82. 32; IX. 47. 

νιφετός IX. 14. 
νοεῖν II. 54. 
νόημα I. 3; II. 43 sch. 

νόμος II. 102, 
νομός IV. 51. 
νόος V. 45. 
vorepos 1X. 17 sch. 

νότιος IX. 17 and sch. 
νῦν I. 5; VI. 121. 
νυν VI. 58. 
νῶτον VI. 139. 

éevia VI. 61. 
ξενοκαδής Frs. 129-31. 14. 

ς 
ὁ demonstr., ras Fr. 19. 28. 

τοί 11. 59; IV. 42. 
ὅδε II. 3; Fr. 82. 29. 
ὁδός IV. 6; Fr. 16.15; IX 4. 
ὀδυνηρός I. 1. 
ὅθεν Fr. 134. 5 sch. 
οἰκεῖν V. 42. 
οἴκοθεν IV. 32. 
οἰκόθετος I. 4. 
οἶκος IV. 45. 
οἶμος VI. τ 15. 

οἷον II. 3 sch., 43 sch., 55 sch. 
οἴχεσθαι 11. 55; IV. 61 sch. 
οἰωνοπόλος IV. 30. 
ὀκτώ III. το. 
ὄλβος II. 60; VI. 133; ΙΧ. 9. 
ὀλίγος LV. 52. 
ὀλοός ΕἾ. 82. 21. 
ὅλος IV. 45. 
ὀλοφύρεσθαι 1X. 21. 

᾽Ολύμπιος VI. 1. 
Ὄλυμπος VI. 92. 
Ὅμηρος Fr. 17. 1; ΕΓΒ. 129-31. 4 sch. 
ὅμιλος VI. 108. 

ὄμμα ΙΧ. 2. 

ὀμνύναι VI. 112. 
ὅμοιος I]. 37 sch, 
ὀμφά III. 94; V. 48. 
ὀμφαλός VI. τό, 120. 
ὁμώνυμος Fr. 134. 6. 

*Ovetrns TV. 61 sch. (?). 

ὀξέως 11. 48 sch. 

τῷ IX. 44. 
τὰ καὶ τά VI. 132. 
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ὀνομάκλυτος VI. 123. 
ὀπίσω VI. τοι. 
ὅπλον Fr. 93. 4. 
ὅπου II. 5 sch.; VI. 125 sch. 
ὁρᾶν 1. 3; VI. 106. 

ὅρκος Frs. 129-31. 4 sch. 
ὀρνύειν IV, τι. 
᾽Ορσοτρίαινα IX, 47. 

*Opruyia Fr. 19. 26. 
ὀρφανός VI. g. 
és II. 79 sch.; III. 95 sch.; IV. 36; VI. 62 

sch., 77, 104, 113, 118 sch.; Fr. 82, 27; 
IX. 41. 

ὅσος, ὅσσος VI. 87, 89 and sch, 
ὅστε VI. 63. 
ὅστις Fr. τό. 14. 
ὅτε Fr. 86. 1, 
ὅτι IX. 21. 
ov, οὐκ IV. 28, 53; VI. 94,127; Fr. 19. 21; 

Fr. 86. 3. 
οὐδέ II. 55 sch.; VI. 110, 111. 
οὐδείς IX. 21. 
οὐκέτι 11. 55 sch. 
ovAdpevos IX. 15. 
οὕνεκεν VI. 127. 

Οὐρανός Fr. τό. το. 
οὔτε VI. 105, 106. 
οὗτος II, 43 sch., 69 sch., 105 sch.; VI. 51, 

57; Fr. 16. 16; Fr. 82. 17 sch.; IX. 36 
sch.; Frs. 129-31. 1 sch., 4 sch.; Fr. 162. 
3 sch. οὕτως Fr. 69. 1 sch.; Fr. 82. 35 sch. 

ὀψίτερος VI. 82. 

παγετός ΙΧ, τῇ. 
πάγκοινος ΙΧ. το. 
πάθα Fr, 82. 26. 
πάθος Fr. 82.17 sch. 
παιάν 11. 4, 35, 71,107; V. 47; VI. 182. 
παιήων VI. 121, 127. 
Παίονες II. 61. 
παῖς 11. 2; 1V. 60 sch.; V. 44; VI. 12, 74, 

77 (πάϊς), 83, 134; Fr. 28. 3. 
πάλαι 11. 56; Fr. 19. 26. 
πάμπαν IV. 47. 

παναπείρων Fr, 82. 24. 
Πάνδωρος V. 45 sch. 

Πανελλάς VI. 62. 
Πάνθοος VI. 74. 
παντελής 1. 5. 
παντοδαπός II. 43 sch. 
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πάρ, παρά VI, 17, 120; IX. 17 sch.; Frs. 
129-31, 18, 19. 

παρατυγχάνειν 11. 43 sch. 
παρέχειν ΙΝ. 24. 

παρθένος 11. 77, 100; VI.54,136; Fr. 26. 4. 
Πάρις VI. 79. 
Παρνάσσιος 11. 97. 
πάρος IX. 6. 
nas IV. 6; VI. 55, 132; Fr. 82. 32; Fr. 

84.10 and sch., 15 sch.; Fr. 87. 3; IX. 21. 
Πασιφάα IV. 38. 
πάσχειν IX, 21. 
πατήρ VI. 56, 118 sch.; Fr. 21. 10; Fr. 82, 

8 sch.; IX. 45; Frs. 129-31. 9. 
πάτριος II. 2 sch. 
πατρίς LV. 29. 
πατρώιος VI. 106, 168 (?). 
πεδᾶν VI, 86. 
πεδέχειν LV. τό (?), 37. 
πεδίον IV, 16 and sch. 
πέδον ΕἾ. 82. 32; IX. τό. 
πεζεύειν 11. 43 sch. 
πείθειν VI. 13, 52; Fr. 19. 20. 
πειρᾶν IV. 46. 
πέλαγος Fr. 19. 24. 
πέλας IX. 35. 

πέμπειν IV. 43; Fr. 88. 1. 
πένθος IV. 53. 
πεντάπολις 1V. 13 sch. 
mempopevos Fr, 82. 26. 
περαίνειν Fr. 21. 9. 
πέραν 11. 61. 
Πέργαμον VI, 96. 
πέρθειν VI. gt. 
περί IV. 58; VI. 62 sch., 95, 118, 125 sch. 
περίαλλα IX. 48. 
περιδάϊος LV. 51. 
Πέρσαι II. 29 sch. 
πέτρα 11. 98; Fr. 19. 25. 
Πηλεΐδας VI. 99. 
Πηνειός Frs. 129-31. 4 sch, 
Πιερίδες VI. 6. 
Πίνδαρος ΕἾ. 82. 3 sch.; IX. 1 sch, 
Πίνδος II. 97. 
πιστός VI. 85. 
πλάσσειν 11. 30. 
πλῆρες Fr. 82. 17 sch, 
πλοῦτος 1V. 46. 
πνεῖν Fr, 96. 2. 
πόθεν VI. 50, 130, 
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ποίημα ΙΧ. 37 sch. 
ποινά VI. 172. 

πόλεμος 11. 43 sch., 57 sch., 59, 105; IV. 
40; IX. 13. 

πολέμιος 11. 30, 31 sch. 
πολιάοχος ΕἾ. 129-31. 12. 
Πολιάς VI. 89. 
πολιός Fr. 33. 3. 
πόλις 11. 3 sch., 29 sch., 48 sch.; IV. 13 

sch., 37; VI. 104; Fr. 99. 2; IX. 44. 
πολιτεύειν 11. 48 sch. 
πολλάκι VI. 182. 
πολύδωρος II. 60. 
πολύμηλος V. 38 (v. 1. φερέμηλος). 
πολύς 11. 48 sch., 75; LV. 50 sch, 
πολύσκοπος ΙΧ. 1. 
πολύστονος VI. gg. 

πονεῖν 11. 66. 

πόνος VI. 89; Fr. 16. 17. 
πόντιος VI. 83; IX. 47. 

πόντος VI. 124; IX. τό. 
πορθμός Fr. 139. 2 sch. (?). 
πόρος Fr. 162. 2 sch. 
Ποσειδᾶν 11. 2. 
Ποσειδάνιος II. 41. 
ποταμός II. 73; Fr. 138. 1 sch. 
ποτέ IV. 42; VI. 73, 135; Fr. 82. 5 sch., 

28; IX. 41. 
mort 11. 75; 111. 14. 
ποτικυρεῖν 11. 45. 
πότνια 1X, το. 
πούς VI, 18. 
πράσσειν Fr. 84. 12, 
Πρίαμος VI. 113. 
πρίν I, τ, 2. 
mpé VI. 89; VII. 15. 
προβιβάζειν 11. 106. 
προβώμιος Frs, 129-31. 20, 
προθνήσκειν II, 56 and sch. 
πρόθυρον VI. 134 sch., 135, 
προλέγειν 11. 77 sch, 
προμάθεια Fr. 82. 36. 
προπάροιθεν 11. 70. 
πρός II. 43 sch., 57 sch.; VI. 1, 114; ΙΧ,η. 
προσόδιον Fr, 108 sch. (?). 
προστακτικῶς VI. 177 sch. 
προτρέπειν Fr. 82. 10 sch, 
mpoparas VI. 6; ΙΧ. 42. 
πρύτανις VI. 69. 
πρῶτος II, 76; Fr, 107 sch, 
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πτανός Fr. 16. ὃ, 
Πύθιος ν.]. VI. 118; IX. 43. 
Πυθώ VI. 1 sch., 2. 
Πυθωνόθεν VI. 72. 

πῦρ II. 30; III. 95 sch.; VI. 98. 
πῶς IV. 49. 

pew VI. 7 sch.; IX. 18. 
ῥίπτειν Fr. 19. 25. 
ῥόθιος VI. 129. 

capa IX. 13. 

σαμαίνειν Fr. 82. 23. 

σαόφρων IX. 46. σώφρων I. το. 
σέλας I]. 44; VI. 97. 
σεύεσθαι IX. 5. 
σημαίνειν III. 95 sch. 
σθένος III. 93; IX. 14. 
σκιάζειν I. 2; VI. 180. 
oxides VI. 17. 
σκληρός Fr. 82. 31. 

σκόπελος LV. 21. 
σκοπός VI, 94. 
Σκυρόθεν VI. 102. 
ods VI. 133. 
σοφία Fr. 16. 15; IX. 4. 
σοφός VI. 52. 
σπεύδειν Fr, 82. 20. 
σπλάγχνον Fr, 82. 28. 

σποράς V. 38. 
στασιάζειν 11. 48 sch. 
στάσις IV. 53; IX. 15. 
στέργειν IV. 34. 
στέρνον LV. 14. 
στέφανος VI. 13, 180 and sch. 
στοναχά Fr, 82. 22. 

στρατεύεσθαι Fr. 82. 10 sch. 
στρατός II. 73 sch., 75, 104 ; ΙΝ. 42; IX. 44. 
Στύξ Frs, 129-31. 4 and sch. 
σύ 1]. 3 (σέθεν) and sch.; III. 13 (τίν) ; VI. 

I, 127; Fr. 82. 25; IX. ἢ, 43; Frs. 
129-31. 18 (τίν). 

συγγένεια IV. 33. 
συμφέρειν 1]. 57 sch. 
σύμφορος Fr, 26. 12. 

σύν 11. 9, 71, 80} Ν᾿ 15; 4; 1. 4: 555 
Fr. 26. 4: Fr. 94. 3 sch.; Fr. 112. 1. 

συνάγειν 1X. 36 (inf. συνάγεν). 
συνάφεια ΕἾ. 129-31. 4 Sch. 
συνέρχεσθαι VI, 125 sch. 
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συνήθως VI. 118 sch. 
συντείνειν IX. 49. 
συντελεῖν II. 65. 
Σύριος Fr. τό. 7. 
σφεῖς, opi(v) 1V. 40; V. 40. σφίσιν Fr. 84. 11. 
σχεδόν 1. 1; 11. 73; VI. 109. 
σώφρων I. το. σαόφρων IX. 46. 

Τάρταρος IV. 44. 
ταῦρος VII. 14. 

τάφος VI. 98. 
ταχύπους II. τοο. 

ταχύς Fr. 96. 1 (ν. ]. θρασύς). 
τεθμός IV. 47; VI. 57. 

τεῖχος II. 37. 

τελεῖν 11. 65 sch.; Fr. 19. 30; Fr. 82. 25. 
τελέως Fr. 82. 19 sch. 
τελευταῖος II. 105. 
τέλος Fr. 21. 7. 
τέμενος VI. 120. 
τεός VI. 11. 

τέρας IV. 39; Fr. 82. 34; IX. το. 
τεύχειν VI, 132. 

τέχνα IX. 39. 
Tews II. 3 sch., 29 sch. 
Τήιοι 11. 3 sch. 
TyA.... LV. 61 sch. 
Thvepos IX. 41. 
τίειν IX. 48. 

τιθέναι LV. 30; VI. 81, 99; IX. 3, 19. 
τίκτειν 11. 29 sch.; Fr. 82. 30; IX. 42; 

Frs. 129-31. 21. 
τιμά VI. 11 and sch., 118. 
tis Fr. το. 20; IX. 1. 
τις I, 2; 11. 31, 66; IV. 25, 60 sch.; VI. 

130 sch.; Fr. 26. 4 (?); Fr. 95.2 sch. (?). 
5 sch.; IX. 6, 9, 13, 34; Frs. 129-31. 4 
sch. 

Τιταρήσιος Frs. 129-31. 4 sch. 
τλᾶν II. 64. 
rot VI. 15. 
τοι IV, 21, 40; VI. 70 (?), 132. 
τοιόσδε Fr. 82. 23. 
τοιοῦτος II. 43 sch. 

τοκεύς II. 57. 
τολμᾶν VI. 94. 

Τόμαρος VI. τορ. 
τοξοφόρος Fr. 19. 30. 
τόπος II. 5 sch., 69 sch. 

τότε VI, 137. 
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τραχύς ΠῚ 32. 

τρεῖν IV. 40. 
τρέπειν 11. 43 sch.; IX. 9. 
τριόδους IV. 43. 
τροφός II. 63; VI. 14. 
Τρωία VI. 75. 
τυγχάνειν 11. 76. 
τυφλός Fr. τό. 13. 
τύχα Fr, 21. 8. 

ὑβρίζειν II. 48 sch. 

ὕδωρ VI. 7 and sch., 134 ; IX. 18 and sch.; 
Frs. 129-31. 4 sch. 

vids IV. 38, ὅτ sch.; Frs. 129-31. 21; Fr. 
152. 2. 

ὑμέτερος V. 46; VI. 139; ΙΧ. 37: 

tuv... Fr. 21. 10. 
ὑμνεῖν IV. 4 sch.; Fr. 94. 1 sch. 
ὕμνος Fr, 16. 5. 
ὑπαντιάζειν II, 32, 

ὑπέρ II. 63 sch.; VI. 62; Fr. 84. 14, 15. 
trepyavay III. 95. sch. 
ὑπέρτατος II. 68; Fr. 86. 4; IX. 2. 
ὑπέρφατος IX. 15. 
ὑπναλέος Fr. 82. 34. - 
ὑπό Fr. 82. 28; Fr. 90. 4; IX. 34. 
ὑπομένειν 11, 65 sch.; Fr. 144. 2 sch. 
ὑποτίθεσθαι II. 43 sch. 
ὑψηλός 11. 98. 
ὑψίκομος VI. 95. 
ὕψιστος 11. 38. 
ὑψόθεν III. 11. 

φαεννός III. 17; VI. 126. 
φαίνειν Fr. 19. 25; Fr. go. 2. 
φανερός VII. 13. φανερῶς Fr. 74. 2 sch. 
φέγγος 11. 68. 
φέρειν 11. 33, 43, 57; IV. 25; VI. 76, 124] 

sch.; Fr. 82. 29; IX. 13. 
φερέμηλος v. 1. V. 38. 
φθίσις IX. 14. 
φθονεῖν IT. 46 sch., 55 sch. 
φθόνος II. 55. 
gar... VI. 178. 
gra... VII. 7. 
φιλεῖν VI. 67 (?). 
Φιλησιστέφανος 1. 8, 
φίλιππος I. 7. 

33% 

Φίλος II. 31; 1V. 33; VI. 12, 120. 
φλέγειν 11. 67. 
φοινικόπεζα II. 77. 
φόνος VI. 86. 
φορεῖν Fr. 19. 27. 

φράζειν Fr, 40. τ. 

φρήν IV. 50; Fr. 16. 13; IX. 37. 
φυλάσσειν VI. gt. 
φύρειν II, 73 and sch. 

χάλκεος II. 100; VI. 7 sch.; Fr. go. 3. 
χαλκέοψ IIT. 94. 
χαλκοθώραξ 1]. τ. 

χαλκοκορυστάς VI. 108. 
χαλκόπυλος VI. 7 and sch. 
χάρις 11. 103; IX. 37. 

Χάριτες III. 2; 1V.13; VI. 3; ΕἾ. 112. τ. 
χασμάτιον VI. 7 sch. 
χθών Il. 60; IV. 14, 42; VI. 16; Fr. 84. 

14; ΙΧ. τη. 
χορεύειν IV. 2 (Ὁ). 
χόρευσις VI. 9. 
χορός II. gg; III. τοι. 

χρᾶν Fr. 82. 1 sch. χρή II. 57. χρῆν VI. 96. 
χρήζειν Fr. 82, 14 sch. 
χρῆμα VI. 118 sch. 
χρησμός Fr. 82. 9 sch. 
χρηστήριον VI. 71; VII. 18; ΙΧ. 40. 
χρόνος II. 27; Ill. 14; 1V. 11; VI. 5. 
χρύσεος VI. τ, 92,137; Frs. 129~31.1 sch. 
Χρύσιππος ΕἾ. 84. 14 sch. (?). 

xpuoo... Frs. 129-31. 10. ypuoo-... 1Π. 
13. 

χρυσοκόμας V. 41. 
χῶρος IX. 49. 

ψόφος VI. 8 and sch. 

& VI. 125; Fr. 28. 2; Fr. 82. 24; IX. 2, 
Io. 

ὦ IV. 31, 62. 
#67 11. 102 sch., IX. 36 sch. 
ὠκεανός Fr, 84. 15 and sch.; IX. 43. 
"Opa I. 6. 

ὥριος III. 14. 

ὡς Frs, 129-31. 4 sch., 6 sch, 
ὠφέλεια II, 37 sch. 
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Numerals in thick type refer to columns. 

ἀγαθόν 12. 28; 20. 34. 
ἀγανακτεῖν 1. 9; 18. 24. 

ἀγγέλλειν 15. 3. 

ἄγειν 17. 23; 19. 14, 20; 20. 15, 36; 21. 
ACW WT 71: δ: 

᾿Αγησίλαος 5. 6, 47; 6. 14, 30,40; 7. 1,393 
18. 33; 19. 18, 26, 35; 20. 4,15; 21. 4, 
30. 

“‘Ayvias 1. 30. 

ἀγορά 6. 25; 11. τό, 19. 
ἀγρός 14. 5. 

ἀδικεῖν 15. 10. 
ἁδρότατος 8. 7. 
ἀεί 5. 39; 14. 31, 40; 16. 3; 20. 23. 

αἰεί 8. 13. 

᾿Αθῆναι Ὡ. το. 
ΓΑθηναῖοῦ 1. 8, 15, 18; 2. 11; 23, 27. 31, 36; 

13. 1, 15, 22, 24, 30, 36, 40; 14. 14. 
᾿Αθήνηθεν 1. 2. 
αἰγιαλός 18. 18. 
Atywa 1, 23; 2. 35; 8. 6. 
αἱρεῖν 1.17; 6.25; 10. 6(?); Fr. 13. 4(?); 

15. 21; 16. 36; 19. 7. 
αἰσθάνεσθαι 8. 32; 14. 28; 17. 23. 

Αἴσιμος 1. 16. 
αἰτία 1. 18; 12. 38; 14. 24. 
αἴτιος 11. 36; 16. 9. 

ἀκέραιος 20. 29. 
ἀκινδυνότερον 7. 38 (0). 
ἀκολουθεῖν 17. 13. 

ἀκοπωτέρως 21. 9. 
ἀκούειν 2. 36; 18. 23; 21. 36. 
᾿Ακραίφνιον 12, 20. i 
ἀκρόπολις 17, 35. 

Αλαν... Ἰνιοιου ? (gen.) 17. 33. 

“ANdptiot 12. 17. 

ἁλίσκεσθαι 18. 32. 
Ἄκτων (?) 3. 26. 

ἀλλά 6. 36; Fr. 11. 10; 12. 2; 18. 1, 28; 
15. 10, 20; 17.8; 20.8; 21. 8. ἀλλ᾽ ἤ 
5. 42. 

ἀλλήλων 12, 33; 14. 32. 
ἄλλος Pie TOR Gh 27: 7 fied, 13; GL cles 

Fr. 11, 9; 11. 26; 12. 13; 14. 3, 19; 

15. 29; 17. 11; 18. 21, 30; 20. 21. 
ἄλλως δ. 20 (?). 

ἅμα 6.5; 7.6; 10. 2,3; 18. 18, 19; 18. 

34: 
ἀμφισβητήσιμος 14. 25. 
᾿Αμφίπολις 2. 24. 
ἀμφότερος 5. 43. 

ἄν 14, 28; 16. 7; 17. 20. 
ἀναβαίνειν 11. 20; 15. 38; 16. 25. 
ἀνάγειν 1.7; 6.5; 15. 36. 
ἀναιρεῖν 20, 2. 

ἀνακράζειν 11. 21. 

ἀναλαμβάνειν 8. 32; 6. 209; 20. 17. 
ἀναλίσκειν 12. 23; 16. 13. 
ἀναπείθειν 14. 22; 16.31. 
ἀναπέμπειν 7. 22. 

ἀνασταυροῦν 18. 22. 

ἀναχωρεῖν 15. 5, 30. 
ἀνδράποδον 13. 31. 

᾿Ανδροκλείδας 14. 6, 35; 15. 2; (-dys) 18.11; 
(Ἀνδροκλῆς) 12. 34. 

ἀνήρ 8. 37: 11. 22; 14. 22, 35; 16. 37. 
ἀνθαρπάζειν 14. 33. 
ἄνθρωπος 6. 26; 17. 16, 25. 
ἀνιστάναι 1. 15; 6.5, 11,173 19.24; 20. 

27, 36. 
ἀντί Fr, 11. 13; 14. 33; 21. 15. 
Ἀντίθεος 12. 34. 
ἀντιλαμβάνειν 17. 21. 
ἀντιπράττειν 1. 27. 

Ἄνυτος 1. τό. 
ἄνω 20. 37. 
ἄξιος 21, 31. 
ἀξιοῦν 14. 40; 15. 6. 

ἀπαγγέλλειν 8. 43. 
ἀπάγειν 6. 51, 53; 19. 36; 21. 5, 19. 
ἀπαγορεύειν 16. 20. 
ἀπαλλάττειν 2. 11. 

ἅπας 1. 25; 6. 13, 33; 12. 6, 27; 18. 34; 
18. 15. 

ἀπάτη 12. 21; 15. 12. 
ἀπειλεῖν 18. 23 (?). 

ἀπειπεῖν 15. 6. 
ἀπέρχεσθαι 15, 32. 
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᾿Απίας πεδίον 19. 2. 
ἀπιέναι 15. 25; 19. 26. 
ἄπιστος 15. 8. 
ἁπλῶς 12. 25. 
ἀπό 6. 15; 18. 35; 14. 17, 30; 16.38; 18. 

2; 21. 32, 33, 37- 
ἀποβάλλειν 14. 33; 15. 29. 
ἀποδιδόναι 6. 31; 16. 32. 
ἀποθνήσκειν 19. 20, 33. 
ἀποκρούειν 17. 28 (?). , 
ἀποκτείνειν 1. 33; 11, 25; 18. 22, 29. 

ἀπολαμβάνειν 8. 18. 
ἀπολαύειν 12. 26. 
ἀπολύειν 1. 18. 
ἀποπειρᾶσθαι 15. 26. 
ἀποπέμπειν 1. 27; 8. 4. 
ἀποπλεῖν 17. 33 (?) ; 18. I. 

ἀπόρθητος 20. 9. 

ἀπόρρητος 1. 4. 
ἀποστέλλειν 1. 32; 7. 35; 15. 14; 16. 20; 

21. το. 
ἀποτιθέναι 21. 54. 
ἀποφεύγειν 20. 14. 
ἀποχωρεῖν 6. 29 ; 15. 19. 
ἀποχώρησις 15. 25. 
ἄπρακτος 15. 14. 
ἅπτειν 17. 27. 
᾿Αργεῖοι 2. 8, 16; 14. 13. 
ἀργύριον 18, 32 ; 16. 22, 23, 28; 21. 23. 

᾿Αριαῖος 7. 23, 36, 37 (?); 8. 24; 16. 27. 
ἄριστα 2. το ; 10. 18. 
-apos 3. II, IQ, 30. 
ἁρμοστής 1. 22; 2. 36. 
ἁρπάζειν 15, 1. 

᾿Αρταξέρξης Ἴ. 14; 8. 5. 
᾿Αρταφέρνης 8, 37 (). 
ἄρτι 11. 28 
ἄρχειν 1. 11; 4. 35; 18. 23, 36; 14. 20; 

21.37. ἄρχων]. 25; 12. 21, 26; 16.11; 
18. 25, 29. 

*Apxedais 8. 22; Frs. 19. 8 (?), 20. τι (?). 
ἀρχή 8. 30; 16. 11; 17. 36. 
᾿Ασίας 12. 35; (Aorias) 18. 13. 
ἀσμενέστατα 15. τ. 
ἀσφαλῶς 19. 12. 

ἅτε 6. 20; 18. 34. 
ἄτακτος 19. 7. ἀτάκτως 6. 9. 
Ἀττική 2. 39; 18. 33. 
᾿Αττικίζειν 12. 38; 18. 4 (?). 
αὖθις 6. 39; 15. 19. 

842 333 

Αὐλίς 18. 25. 
αὐτόθι 18. 3. 
αὐτόνομος 19. 5. 
αὐτὸς 1. 3, 5, 17. 33; 2. 10, 13, 18; 8. 2, 

29, 42; δ. 31; 6.3, 7, 8(?), 14,°20, 21, 
22, 25, 27, 36, 40; 7. 17, 20; 8. 7, 39; 
11. 15, 20, 28, 35; 12. 23; 18. 11, 20, 

24; 14.1, 3, 9, 15, 22, 34, 40; 15.4, 8, 
Tite 2030. LG. 7,20» 52; Live ἢ) 
20, 28, 38; 18.5, 15, 16, 29; 19. 4, 5, 

8,12, 13, 16, 29, 35; 20. 9, 12, 13, 17, 
19, 20, 26; 21. I1, 15, 24, 32, 34. 
αὐτοῦ 8. 3, 19; 6 30; 20. 36; 21. 14. 
ὁ αὐτός 8. 23; 12.19; 19. 28, 36. 

αὑτοῦ 8. 4; 6.§8(?); 11. 12; 18. 17, 35; 
14, 39; 15. 7, 32; 16. 14, 21, 36; 18. 

7; 19. 33. 
ἀφθόνως 10, 3. 

ἀφικνεῖσθαι 15. 34; 18. 28; 20. 24, 29; 21. 
20; Fr. 29. 3. 

ἀφιστάναι 2, 31 ; 6, 22. 
ἀφορμᾶν 5, 27. 

βαδίζειν 6, 3, 22, 38, 50; 8. 15(?); 12. το; 
15. 7, 15; 17. 35; 18. 36; 21. 35, 39. 

Baivew 18. 19 (?). 

βάλλειν 17. 28 (?); 18. 25. 

BapBapos 5. 24; 6. 6, 12, 18, 23, 28, 39; 
8. 42; Fr. rt. 9; 14. 12; 16. 21. 

βαρέως 18. 24. 
βασιλεύς 1. 30; 8. 27, 41; 7. 4, 18; 8. 35, 

38; 14. 11; 16. 4, 9, 19, 26; 18. 6; 
19. 6; 21. 23; Fr. 33. 4. 

βασιλικός 18. 30. 
βέλτιστος 7. 38; 12. 31. 
βελτίων 18. 28. 

βιάζεσθαι 10. 10; 20. 34; Fr. 18. 4, 
Βιθυνίς 21. ο (Ὁ). 

βίος ΕἾ. 11. 11. 
βοᾶν 11. 23. 

βοήθεια 11. 24. 
βοηθεῖν 14. 39; 15. 3; 17. 24. 
Βοιωτάρχης 12, 15. (-xos) 12. 10, 22, 
Βοιωτία 11, 39; 18. 8, 24; 14. 6. 

Βοιωτοί 2. 3, 8, 16; 11. 34, 37; 12. 7, 30; 
13. 12; 14, 19, 38; 15. 3, 7, 9, 31. 

βούλεσθαι 8. 17, 39; 6. 36; 7. 44; 11. 4, 
9; 14. 8; 15. 37; 17. 10, 34; 18. 2, 7, 
It, 37; 19. 11. 

βουλεύεσθαι 5. 55. 
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βουλευτής 1. 12; 12. 22. 
βουλή 1. 4; 11. 39; 12. 3; 18. 12. 
βυβλίον 8. 37. 

γάρ 1. 28, 35; 2.7, 22; 8.13; 4. 42; 5. 
43; 6. 19; 10. 19; 11. 36; 18. 15, 31 ; 
14, 3, 14,19; 16. 2; 18. 7, 12; 19. 5; 
20. 18; Fr. 18. 2. 

ye 18. 28; 17. 31. 
γένος 16. 37; 20. τι, 36. 

γῆ 6. 33. 
γίγνεσθαι 1. 8; 2. 2,18; 6. 27, 52; 10.17; 

11. 35; 12. 6, 39; 14. 24, 31; 17. 37; 
18. 13, 38; 19. 9, 26; 20. 17; 21. 33; 
ΠΥ 7.3. 

γιγνώσκειν δ. 58. 
γλίσχρως 16. 6. 
γνώμη 1. 2; 17. το. 
γνώριμος 1.9. γνωριμώτατος 12, 31. 
Τόρδιον 20. 29. 

Tons 21. 11. 
γυμνήτης 6. 20. 

Δασκύλιον 21, 21. 

Δασκυλῖτις λίμνη 21. 21. 
Δαυλία 15. 19. 

Δαύλιοι 15. 17. 

δέκα 21. 14. 

Δεκέλεια 18. τό, 29. 
Δεκελεικὸς πόλεμος 2. 21 ; 16. 5. 
Δερκυλίδειοι 19, 23. 
δηλοῦν 12. 25. 
Anpaiveros 1. 3, 24; 2. 38. 

δημοκρατία 11. 31. 
δῆμος 1. 2, 13; 12. 39. 
δημοτικός 1, 20; 10. 21. 
δῃοῦν 14, 37; 19. 8. 

διά 2. 33,37; 6.41, 42; 7.19; 10.7; 18. 
14,20; 14. το, 21; 15.16; 16. 8,18; 18. 

32, 36; 19. 12, 14,17, 25; 20. 19, 35; 
21. 6,9, 16, 28. 

διαβαίνειν 6. 49. 
διαβάλλειν 1. 10; 16. 32. 

διάγειν 21. 31. 
Διαγόρειοι 11. ΤΟ, 25. 
διαδηλοῦν 17. 11. 
διαδιδόναι 18. 30. 
διάδοσις 17. 30. 
διάδοχος 15. 34. 
διαιρεῖν 12. 9. 
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διακεῖσθαι 2. 17, 19; 7. 42; 18.5; 14. 40. 
διακόσιοι 16. 22. 

διακωλύειν 17. 22. 
διαλέγεσθαι 1. 37. 
διαλύειν 14. 32. 
διάλυσις 16. 34. 

διανοεῖν 14. τό. 
διαπονεῖν 18, 40. 

διαπορεύεσθαι 8. 43. 

διαπράττειν 11, 26; 12. 1. 
διαρπάζειν 14, 29. 
διατείνειν 21. 36. 
διατελεῖν 12, 7. 
διατρίβειν 8.19; 8. 26; 13.16; 20. 11. 
διαφθείρειν 14, g; 19. 20. 

διαφθορά 11. το. 
διάφορος 2, 18. 
διδάσκειν 1. τό. 
διδόναι 16, 21, 38; 17. 21; 18. 7. 
διεξέρχεσθαι 6. 40. 

διεξιέναι 21. g; Fr. 36. 3. 

δικαστής 12. 27. 
δίκη 14. 31; 17. 21. 
δίοδος 19. 11. 

διοικεῖν 12. 7. 
διπλάσιος 18. 27. 
δισχίλιοι 21. 12 (0). 
δίχα 7. το (?), 
διώκειν 2. 38; 6. 16; 19. 27, 32. 
δίωξις 6. 22. 
δοκεῖν 10. 23 ; 12.6; 15. 26. 
δόξα 10. 28 (). 
δρόμος 6. 12. 
δύναμις 10. 12 (?); 16. 15. 
δύνασθαι 1.23; 6.19; 11.21; 18.9; 18.6 

20. 35; 21. 18. 
δυναστεύειν 10. 19; 18. 18, 
δυνατός 5. 27; 7. 36. 
δυσμενῶς 2. 6, τό. 
δύο 2. 24; 12. 11, 12, 15, 16; 16. 38. 
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